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iv  PREFACE. 

riabl/  difcovcrs,  in  bereaving  its  vcurics  of  all  that  di(Hn« 
gniiLes  Chridianity  but  the  name ;  their  unwearied  affi- 
duitj  in  extending  the  delufion;  with  its  ra,:id  progre6 
in  this  a^^e ;  undoubtedly  lay  the  (Irongeft  obligatioas  on 
every  one  who  redly  believes  the  gofpel,  to  exert  him* 
ielf  to  t^he  utmOil,  according  to  his  place  or  ability,  for  the 
prclervation  and  defence  of  the  truth  as  it  is  in  'Jefvs. 

It  feems  to  be  the  plan  of  modern  Socinians,  to  cany  the 
controverfy  as  much  as  poflible  out  of  the  boundaries  of  Re- 
velation. The  voluminous  and  inaccurate  works  of  the 
Fathers  afibrd  them  a  more  ample  field  for  mifreprefeHta- 
tion,  for  cavilling,  or  at  leaf!  foi  conjechu^.  Therefore,  as 
far  as  the  nature  of  the  work  would  admit,  I  have  e^idea- 
vourcd  to  reftore  the  controverfy  to  its  proper  limits.  With 
this  view,  I  have  not  only  conildered  the  principal  arga- 
mcnts  from  fcripture  contained  in  the  Hiftory,  but  occa* 
fional^y  introduced  others  which  Dr  P.  has  publiihed  di- 
ftlncUy;  efpecially  as  he  refers  to  thefe  for  further  ilhi* 
ilration. 

Confidering  the  many  able  replies  that  have  been  for- 
merly made  to  writers  of  the  fame  clals,  to  fome  this  work 
may  appear  fuperfluous.  But  error,  although  ftill  fubftan- 
tially  the  lame,  aflumes  a  diverfity  of  forms  in  diJerent  pe- 
riods'. Ihis  has  been  remarkably  the  cafe  with  reipe6t  to 
the  Socinian  hcrefy.  Thofe  who  jaow  appear  as  its  friends 
deny  the  force  of  the  reafoning  of  many  former  writers,  be- 
caufc  they  have  renounced  the  grounds  on  which  that  rea* 
foning  proceeded.  In  the  lail  century,  they  acknowledged 
that  the  Logos  was  a  perfon,  and  attirmed  that  this  perfon 
was  the  mere  man  Jefus  Chriil.  They  now  maintain  that 
the  lame  Logos  is  merely  an  attribute  of  God.  Then  they 
worlhipped  the  Son*     Now  they  refufe  that  he  is  entitled 
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to  religious  worfiiip  of  any  kind.  In  lieu  of  their  former 
interpretations  of  fcripture,  they  have  devifed  a  great  ma- 
ny new  ones ;  which,  although  equally  weak,  and  in  ma- 
ny inflancesmore  ridiculous,  are  ilill  calculated  to  enihare 
the  ignorant,  and  the  unwary. 

Some  may  imagine  that  it  was  quite  unnecefTary  to  en- 
ter into  the  contfoverfy,  as  far  as  it  refpe^b  the  Fathers ; 
becaufe  the  decifion  of  the  general  queiHon  cannot  depend 
upon  their  do6lnne.     I  am  as  fullj  fatisfied  as  they  can  be, 
diat  the  word  of  God  is  the  only  teft  of  divine  truth,  and 
that  any  human  authority,  as  far  as  it  oppofes  this,  is*  of 
no  weight.     Although  the  majority  of  ^.hriflian  writers, 
in  the  age  immediately  fucceeding  that  of  die  Apoflles, 
had  held  a  dochrine  direcUy  contfciry  to  the  obvious  mean- 
ing  of  fcripture,  they  would  noc  havtf  merited  our  regard. 
For  if  the  fcriptures  were  written  for  the  ufe  of  ;nankind  in 
all  ages,  and  were  therefore  to  be  interpreted  according  to 
the  plain  fenfe  of  language ;  we,  humanly  fpeaking,  muft 
be  as  capable  of  underilandiiig  them  in  all  things  n^ceffarily 
connetled  with  falvation,  as  thofe  who  lived  in   that  early 
age,  or  even  as  thofe  to  whom  they  were  immediately  di- 
re^d. 

However,  when  our  opponents  appeal  to  the  Fathers,  it 
is  of  importance  to  ihevv  that  they  appeal  in  vain.     For  it 
cannot  be  denied  that,  did  the  current  of  antiquity  in  this 
refpetl  feem  to  oppofe  the  Trinitarian  dodxinc,  with  many 
it  would  be  a  powerful  argument  againil  it.     But  it  being 
•  once  ellabliihed  that  tnis  is  the  docbrine  of  fcripture,  accord- 
ing to  its  obvious  meaning  •,  when  it  is  alio  proved  that  the 
church  from  the  beginning  has  adhered  to  it,  although  this 
circumflance  can  add  nothing  to  the  authority  of  die  doc- 
trine icfeli,  it  is  very  confirming  to  the  mind  in  a  fubordi- 
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Rate  refped ;  &ews  that  the  canie  of  oar  opponents  is  inde* 
fcnfible  on  every  quarter ;  tends  to  filence  their  vain  boafl- 
ings  ;  may  have  weight  with  thofe  who  will  not  attend  to 
any  other  kind  of  argument ;  an4  illuftrates  the  unity  of  the 
church,  in  her  fucceffive  generations,  with  refpeft  to  a  doc- 
trine which  conftitutes  die  very  bafis  of  revelation,  deeply 
offeds  almoft  every  article  of  her  faith,  and  immediately 
cliaraderizes  the  whole  of  her  worihip. 

Rut  in  the  prefent  inflance,  the  Fathers  have  been  ap- 
pealed to,  not  properly  with  sefpeft  to  opinions,  but  with 
refpe6t  to  fa^ ;  not  as  themfelves  interpreting  die  fenie  of 
fcripture,  but  as  declaring  the  fenfe  in  which  it  was  inter- 
preted by  others.     From  their  teflimony  Dr  Prieflley  has 
attempted  to  prove  «that  all  the  Hebrew  Chrifliaas  were  £• 
bionltes,  or  what  he  calls  Unitarians,  and  that  the  majori^ 
even  of  Gentile  Chriftians,  in  the  firft  ages,  were  of  the 
Came  opinion.     Were  it  poffible  to  prqve  only  the  firft  of 
thcfe  portions,  I  do  not  (ay  that  we  ought  to  renounce  the 
do3xine  of  the  Trinity,  but  that  we  t)ught  to  renounce  Chri- 
ftianity  entirely.     For  it  would  follow  that,  in  the  New 
Teftament,  the  faith  and  practice  of  the  primitive  church 
are  exhibited  as  direftly  the  reverfe  of  what  they  really 
were.     But  a  proof  of  this  kind  i^  in  fad  imppf&ble.    For 
did  the  Fathers  aflert  fuch  things,  there  would  be  an  evi- 
dent necefllty  for  rejeding  their  teftimony  as  falfe  or  adul- 
terated.    For  they  fubjed  it  to  the  authority  of  fcripture  : 
and  the  icriptural  narrative  of  fads,  as  far  as  it  extends,  is 
fully  as  intelligible  as  theirs.     But  although  their  teftimony 
could  not  invalidate  that  of  revelation,  they  may  be  fu- 
ftained  jos  competent  witnefTes  of  the  ftate  of  fads  in  their 
own  times ;  when   there  is  no  certain  evidence  that  they 
iwere  themfelves  mifltd,  or  that   tliey  were  difpofed  to 
mi/lead  others. 

It 
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It  has  been  xnj  wHh,  as  far  as  poffible,  to  avoid  going 
Qver  th^  (ame  ground  with  thofe  learned  gentlemen  who 
have   animadverted  on  the  Hi/lory  of  the  Corruptions  of 
Cbriflianky,     But  this  could  not  be  entirely  avoided,  with- 
out  an  abfolute  difregard  to  connexion.     The  fubftance  of 
the  arguments  contained  in  that  work,  is  republifhed  in  the 
Hiflory  fif  Early  Opinions.     But  it  is  fo  interfperfed  with 
a  vaxiety  of  new  evidence,  that  the  one  could  not  well  be 
leparated  from  the  other.     Belides,  as  the  Hifory  of  Opi* 
wm*  did  not  make  its  appearance  till  the  controverfj  with 
refped  to  the  former  work  was  terminated,  or  nearly  fo, 
Dr  P.  has  exhibited  many  of  his  old  arguments  in  a  new 
Ibrm  ;  meaning,  doubtleis,  that  this  laft  (latement  (hould  be 
confidered  as  the  refult  of  ^all  the  inveiligation  on  both  fidee 
of  the  queftion.     I  am  £u:  from  flattering  myfelf,  that  anj 
diing  I  can  faj  will  have  more  weight  with  bim^  than  what 
has  been  advanced  by  preceding  writers.    But  perhaps,  it 
may  appear  to  others,  that  ;fome  additional  light  has  been 
thrown  even  on  thofe  points  which  hare  been  already  de- 
bated.    As  no  reply  has  profefTedly  been  made  to  what  the 
Dodor  calls  his  large  work,  an  ample  field  has  hitherto  re- 
mained imoccupied. 

That  able  and  elegant  writer  Mr  Whitaker,  in  liis  Origin 
of  Arianifm  difclofcdj  has  chiefly  direded  liis  attention  to 
the  faith  of  the  ancient  Jews.  This  work  was  tranfcrib^d 
for  the  preis,  before  I  knew  that  he  had  wrote  on  the  fub- 
•  jed.  1  was  apprehenfive  that  what  he  had  publiihed  might 
have  fuperfeded  the  neceflity  of  any  thing  further  with  re- 
fpeA  to  the  Jewiih  creed.  But  he  has  taken  a  general  view 
of  the  fubjed ;  whereas  I  have  conitdercd  it  particularly, 
in  relation  to  the  objedions  made  by  Dr  P.  Thus,  ^ven 
where  there  is  fome  coincidence  in  the  rcafbning,  it  afTumes 
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a  very  different  form.     There  are  alfo  fereral  points  in 
which  we  materially  differ. 

This  work  has  fwelled  fo  much  beyond  what  was  origi- 
nally  dcfigned,  that  it  has  been  neceffary  to  overlook  va- 
rious articles  of  importance  which  have  received  a  place  in 
the  Hiftory  of  Early  Opinions.  I  particularly  regret  that 
I  could  not  enter  on  the  confideration  of  what  b  advanced 
on  the  doftrine  oF  the  Miraculous  Conception,  But  if  this* 
attempt  meet  with  a  favourable  reception  firom  the  public, 
that  may  be  the  fubjed  of  a  future  dlTcuffion. 

It  would  be  prefumption  to  imagine,  that  there  are  no 
miftakes  in  a  work  of  fuch  extent  and  variety.  But  I  am 
conicious  that  I  have  in  no  inflance  wilfully  mifreprefented 
the  meaning  of  our  modem  hlflorian,  or  mifinterpreted  the 
language  of  any  ancient  writer  quoted  Qn  the  fubjcft.  Nor 
have  I  followed  the  ordinary  plan  of  Socinians,  in  difre- 
garding  u hat- may  be  reckoned  the  ftrongeft  arguments  on 
the  oppofite  fide ;  but  have  endeavoured,  on  the  rontrary, 
to  give  every  one  its  full  force. 

In  the  courfe  of  this  work,  thofe  whom  oiu"  author  ac- 
knowledges as  brethren  are  often  defigned  by  that  name 
which  they  have  affumed.  *  Ti.ey,  indeed,  call  themfclvcs 
Unitarians^  aslpretcnding  that  they  alone  hold  the  divine 
un':ty.  I  ifced  net  fay  that,  in- this  fenfe,  every  Trinitarian 
mud  deny  their  title  to  the  name  ;  as  being  fully  convin- 
ced th'-t  tliofe  only  who  believe  in  three  Perfons  hold  the 
fcriptural  doQn  r  of  one  God.  But  as  this  work  contains 
fo  many  quotations,  in  which  the  name  occurs  in  the  fenfe 
impofed  by  Socinians ;  I  could  not,  without  confufion  or 
frequent  circi%mlocution,  avoid  the  ufe  of  it  in  this  fenfe, 
ThcreforCi  it  is  ufed  merely  as  a  genera  difliuftive  appel- 
lation 
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lation  claimed  by  the  party,  without  the  mod  diftant  idea 
of  acknowledging  the  jullnefs  of  the  claim. 

« 

Always,  when  it  has  been  attainable,  I  have  confulted  the 
original  writers  referred  to,  unwilling  to  take  the  quo- 
rations  of  others  upon  trufL 

It  is  not  one  of  the  leaft  difadvantages  to  which  this  work 
is  fubjededy  that  it  makes  its  appearance  at  a  time  wken 
the  public  attention  feems  to  be  confined'  to  the  ma- 
nagement of  the  kingdoms  of  this  world.  But  there  are 
ftill  many,  it  is  to  be  hoped,  who  have  their  eye  principally 
direded  to  that  kingdom  which  cannot  be  moved.  Others 
may  look  on,  as  nowife  interefted  in  the  ilTue  of  this  con- 
troverfy ;  or  may  confider  it  as  of  no  moment,  corDpared 
with  that  which  engrolTes  their  attention.  But  tbty  will 
contemplate  all  xhtfl>akings  of  nations^  in  their  certain  fub- 
fcrviency  to  the  .  more  eminent  coming  of  the  Dejire  of  all 
nations.  As  the  defence  of  bis  efiential  rights  has  been  my 
peat  deiign  in  this  work,  I  am  not  afhamed  to  avow  that  I 
iiumbly  commend  it  to  his  all-powerful  protcdlion. 
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THX  DOCTRINE  OF  THE  ANCIENT   JEWs   CONCERNING 

THE  MESSIAH. 


C     H     A     P.       I- 

pf  hr  Prufilty's  Hjpathifis  on  tbis  SubJeB  \  and  o/Pbilo*! 
DoBrine  conteming  the  Logos. 

IT  is  of  confiderable  importaticey  with  refpeft  to  the  de- 
cifioo  of  this  controverfj,  to  know  what  was  the  faith 
of  the  Church  before  the  coming  of  the  Saviour.  Dr  Prieft- 
lejr,  in  the  firft  form  which  he  gave  his  work^  introduced 
the  prophets  as  his  witnefles.  **  The  Jews,"  he  fays,  **  were 
^  taught  bj  their  prophets  to  exped  a  Mefliahy  who  was  to 
'*  be  defcended  from  the  tribe  of  Judah  ;->-but  none  of  their 
'*  prophets  gave  them  an  idea  of  any  other  than  a  man  like 
^  themfelves,  in  that  illuftrious  charafier,  and  no  other 
^  did  they  ever  exped,  or  do  they  expeft  to  this  day  *•** 
Vol.  I.  A  The 

*  Hift.  of  Comtptioas  vol.  i.  p.  x. 
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The  learned  Gentleman  vras  himfelf  fo  fully  iatisfitd  of 
the  truth  of  thefe  aflertions,  that»  important  as  thej  are 
in  their  connexion,  he  idoes  not  feem  to  have  thought  it 
neceiTar J  to  add  a  fliadow  of  proof.  He  makes  bare  afler* 
tion  the  very  balls  of  his  fabric,  as  if  he  nseant  fairly  ta 
fhew  the  world  what  they  were  to  expeA  from  the  whole. 
However,  in  the  enlarged  form  in  which  the  fame  work 
makes  its  feoond  appearance,  the  author  defceQd3  a  Uttip 
from  this  dogmatical  elevation,  and  deigns  to  favour  thtf 
reader  with  fome  kind  of  evidence.  Btit  it  is  partial  and 
inconclufive.  He  endeavours  to  prove  that  the  Jews,  with- 
out exception,  at  the  time  of  our  Saviour's  appearance,  -  ex- 
peded  no  other  than  z  human  Meffiah ;  and  that  they  had! 
no  higher  expeAations  in  any  fucceeding  period.  But  he 
offeip  no  proof  of  his  aflertron  with  refped  to  the  doflriiie 
of  the  prophets.  Indeed,  if  the  determination  of  this  dif- 
pute  were  left  to  the  prophets  alone,  and  if  their  teftimony 
met  with  the  fame  juftice,  in  interpretation,  that  is  ordina- 
rily allowed  to  human  writings,  the  difpute  would  foon*  b«^ 
at  an  end.  It  would  appear,  that,  if  there  be  any  meaiH 
ing  in  language,  if  the  prophetical  writings  were  not  de^ 
figned  as  aH  impofition  on  the  common  lenfe  of  mankind^ 

_  « 

all  the  prophets,  who  particularly  wrote  of  the  Meffiah, 
give  the  mod  diftinft  idea  of  a  divine  Perfon.  But  as  Dr 
P.  leaves  his  aflertion  with  refpefi  to  them  without  fujr* 
port,  it  is  uhneceflary  to  coitfider  it  particularly.  He 
WiAes  to  take  a  leis  tedious  and  difficult  plan,  than  that  of 
esEploring  the  depths  of  prophecy.  If  he  can  firft  eftablifll 
it  as  fad,  that  the  Jews  expeded  merely  a  human  Meflialv 
k  will,  in  his  account,  be  a  ftifficieat  prefumptian  with  re- 
fpeft  to  the  truth  delivered  to  them  in  Scriptiuie. 

That    the  generality   of  the  Jews,  at  the  time  of  oat 
Saviour's    appearance,  had    very  coofrifed  ideas  6f   the 
diara&BT  of  Meffiah,  few,  perhaps,  will  be  difpofrd  tv 
djQubt.    But  it  may  afterwards  appear  that  they  entertain- 
ed 
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« 
«d  apprdtenfiood  of  his  charaAer,  not  eafilj  reconcileable 

tritii  the  idea  of  his  being  a  mere  man. 

Aocording  to  Dr  P.,  **  Our  Saviour  could  not  pofliblj 
*  bftve  pozrkd  die  Jewifh  Dodors  as  be  did,  by  aiking 
^  tbem  bow  David  could  call  the  Mefliah  his  Lord,  when 
^  be  ^na  his  Sooi  or  defcendant,  on  any  other  principle* 
**  For  if  thej  had  tbem&lves  been  fully  perfuaded  that 
^  the  Mefliahi  though  defcended  from  David,  was  the  Ma^ 
**  ker  and  God  of  David,  a  fatisfaftorj  anfwer  to  his  que- 
^  fiion  was  verj  obvious.*'  But  how  could  that  be  ^fattf- 
faBwrj  anfwtr  in  the  mouth  of  a  Jew,  which  is  foolifhncfk 
when  uttered  bj  a  ChrifUan  ?  For  once,  it  would  fecm,  the 
AifUnffion^of  natures  in  the  perfon  of  the  Mefliah  may  be 
admitted^  as  a  (atisfiiLdory  folution  of  the  difficulty  arifing 
firom  die  apparent  oppofition  of  the  charaAers  afcribed  to 
him*  But,  kind  reader,  you  muft  not  prefume  to  plead  this 
as  a  precedent.  It  is  only  meant  to  ferve  a  prefent  purpofe. 

However,  as  the  Jewilh  Doftors  did  not  give  iHmfatufae* 
tory  aMfvotr^  it  is  fair  to  conclude*  that  they  were  greatly 
at  a  lois  for  one  that  was  fo.  But  they  could  not  pojfibly 
have  been  pmt%Udf  had  they  not  been  confcious  that  the 
words  of  David  implied  an  acknowledgment  of  dignity, 
and  therefore  of  defcent,  more  than  human.  Or,  Ihall  we 
rather  fuppofe  that  thefe  Jewifh  DoAors  were  not  fo  well 
acquainted  with  Hebrew  idioms  and  ideas  as  thofe  of  our 
time  ?  A  fotiifaSory  anfvuer  would  have  been  very  obvious 
to  the  mereft  novice  in  Socinianifm.  Without  any  hefita* 
don  he  would  have  told  Jefus,  that  it  was  no  wife  repug- 
nant to  their  traditionary  and  eflabliihed,  nay,  to  their 
icriptoral  ideas  of  Jehovah,  to  believe  that  a  mere  man 
ikould  fit  on  hb  right  hand,  as  fharing  in  his  power  and 
^orj.  But,  furely,  a  good  caufe  never  had  more  wretdi* 
ed  advocates.  For  no  man  was  able  to  anfiuer  him  a  word* 
Mere  dallards  mud  they  all  have  been.     For  ntitbtr  durfi 

A  a       ,  any 
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any  maH  from  that  day  forth  ajk  him  any  ptore  queftums^ 
Matth.xxii.  46. 

But  if  Jefiu  had  no  fonfliip  fuperior  to  that  by  hb  defcent 
from  David,  it  will  be  difficult  to  vindicate  his  condud  oa 
this  occafion.  For  if  Chrift  was  onlj  to  be  the  fon  v)f  David^ 
the  Pharifees  declared  the  whole  truth  in  aiifwer  to  oar 
Saviour's  ^eftion»  What  Jbini  ye  of  Chri/lf  whoji  fon  is 
hef  The  queftion  was  reftrifled  to  his  Son/bif*  They 
could  not,  with  propriety,  take  greater  latitude  in  their 
anfwer.  Tihty  foy  unto  him^  The  Son  of  David.  Itisal* 
lowed  that  this  to  a  Jew,  was  a  charader  of  the  (ame 
meaning  with  that  of  Meffiah.  Now,  as  they  anfwered 
difcreetly,  if  they  told  the  whole  truth  concerning  the 
Sonfliip,  what  good  end  could  it  ferve  for  our  Saviour  Co 
fu%9i/e  them  ?  Did  it  become  the  great  Prophet,  when 
men  had  juft  and  diflind  ideas  of  truth,  to  excite  doubts 
in  their  minds,  and  to  cxpofe  them  to  the  danger  of  Scep- 
ticifm  ?  Undoubtedly,  if  there  was  any  propriety  in  the 
cbjedion  made  by  Jefus,  he  wiihed  them  to  believe,  that 
the  charafter  given  him  by  the  ipirit  of  prophecy  neceflari- 
ly  implied  a  fuperior  filiation.  He  might  juilly  leave  them 
in  their  perplexity,  becaufe  they  ought  to  have  known  his 
charader  from  their  own  fcriptures ;  and  becaufe  he  knew 
that  they  wilfully  and  obftinately  refifted  the  light  which 
tiiele  afforded* 

According  to  our  author,  **  Facnndus  very  properly 
*'  fays,  that  Martha  and  Mary  would  never  have  £ud  to- 
^  Chrift,  If  thou  hadft  been  here^  had  they  thought  him 
^*  to  be  God  omniprefent  *."  But  if  Jefiis  be  not  God- 
omniprefent,  he  could  never  have  properly  faid  to  Martha, 
/  am  the  refurreSion^  and  the  Ufe^  John  xi.  21.  25.  It 
feems  abundantly  evident,  that  even  the  difciples  had  very 

confafe4- 
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coofbiied  nodoas  with  itlpeBt  to  the  chara£ber  of  Jefus,  be- 
&r€  the  eShfion  of  the  Holy  Ghoft,  who  was  to  teach  them 
all  diings.  But  it  is  un£giir  to  judge  of  the  fixed  principles 
of  the  dilciples,  from  the  occafional  workings  of  unbelief ; 
eipedilly  when  their  minds  were  in  great  perturbation,  or 
ttoder  peculiar  temptation.  It  is  dear,  that  our  Lord  had 
reproved  Martha  as  indulging  this  fin  ;  **  Said  I  not  unto 
^  thie  thai  if  i'bou  wouldift  biUiVi^'*  i^c.  ven  40.  Whence 
proceeded  bis  tears  and  groanings  in  fpirit,  but  from  the 
grief  of  his  holy  human  foal  on  accoimt  of  the  power  of 
Ihif  iniquity,  as  difplayed  in  the  condud,  not  of  the 
other  Jews  only,  but  of  Martha  and  Mary  t  But  even 
while  their  unbelief  appean  in  their  virtually  afcri- 
bing  the  death  of  Lazarus  to  the  abfence  of  Jefus,  they  in 
the  very  lame  words  difcover  a  conviAion  of  his  being 
poflefled  of  power  more  than  human.  They  declare  their 
perfnafion  of  his  (bvereign  authority  over  death.  But  the 
fentiments  of  the  Jews  concerning  the  MeiBah,  efpecially 
as  illuftrated  by  the  gofpelrhiilory,  fiiall  be  nM>re  particu- 
larly confidered  afterwards. 

Our  anthor  alfo  argues  from  the  interpretations  given 
by  their  later  writers  of  thofe  paflages  of  the  Old  Tefta- 
ment,  which  have  been  fnppofed  by  Chri(Kans  to  contain 
the  do£brine  of  a  Trinity,  or  of  a  plurality  in  the  divine 
eiTence.  When  mentioning  that  paiTage,  Gen.  i.  26.  Let 
us  make  man^  he  acknowleges  that  it  ha^  received  a  variety 
of  interpretations  *.  It  has  been  underflood  as  fignifying 
that  God  fpoke  to  all  fecond  caufes,  or  to  **  intelligences 
**  only,  or  to  the  elements,  or  to  fouls ;"  or  that  he  ufed  the 
ftyle  of  a  king  \  or  that  he  excited  or  commanded  himfelf. 
This  variety  of  ridiculous  interpretations  fbews  how  much 
the  Jews  are  at  a  lois.  The  moft  general  opinion,  that  he 
ifoke  to  angels,  though  defigned  to  exclude  a  plurality  of 

A  3       •  pefons, 
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peifons,  if  it  ha^  any  mennia j;».  neoeflkrily  fii}$pp£es^tf  plu* 
lality  of  gods.  For  Grod  cannot  reafonabljr  be  fnppofed  tf| 
fpeak  in  this  ftjto  to- bi8>  iafciiors.  Nothing  can  be  motie 
evident,  tban  that  the:  jB>wiib  wriUers  tfatmfdiTies  are  pern* 
£siouff  that  their  interpretadomi  o£  this,  paffiige,*  and*  a6 
others  of  the  fame*  kind,  are.'  far  from  beitig  lads&dwj^ 
They  evfcn  acknowledge^  that  they  dravir  a  veil  ottev  the» 
true-  mtsanin'g.  Maimotfides'  explains  die  plural^aiigiitiigCf 
afinibed  to  God  in  Icripturey.  as  peferri&g:  to  i^lioujk  of 
judgmtnts  that  is«  to  angels**  Bot  evtn  after  he  bar  gi« 
¥cl!n  this  view  of  it,  he  fays  ;  ^''  All  things  wbic&  are  meit-^ 
^'  tioned  in  the  hiftoty  of  the:  creation,  are  not  to  bennder** 
^  ftbod  according  to  the  letter,  as  the  vulgar  imagitfe. 
^*  For  otherwife  our  wife^  men  would  not  have  oofnmand<- 
*'  ed  the  concealment  of  thefe  things,,  nor  would  they  have 
*<  exercifed  fuch  care  in  hiding  and  involving  them  in-  pa^ 
^*  rabies.  Nor  would  they  have  even  fo  ftu$cmfly  pn>- 
*^  hibited  the  mention  of  fuch  things  in  the  prefence  of 
^'  the  ignorant  rabble.  For  the  literal  fenles  of  thefe 
^  things  eithef  beget  wicked  thoughts,  imaginations  aad- 
<*  opinions  concerning  the  nature  of  God,  of  certainly 
f  fiibvert  the  foundations  of  the  law,  and  introduce 
*'  fome  herefy.— ^-Whoever  has  any  ikill  in  thefe  lixbjeds, 
<*  ought  tp  be  on  his  guard  that  be  do  not  divulge  them  )- 
^  as  we  have  many  times  given  warning  in  our  commen- 
**  tary  on  the  Mifcbna,  Hence,  alfo  our  Rabbies  plainly 
•*  £ay;  that  it  is  for  thtghrjf  of  God  to  conctaltbefe  things 
f *  that  are  written  from  the  beginning  of  tbe  book  to  this 
*^  pl^e.  But  they  have  faid  this  after  what  is  written  con- 
'*  cieming'the  works  of  the  fixtb  day.  Hence,  the  truds 
**  of  what:  wo  have  obferved  is  evident.  Btit  becaufe  \i» 
^  who  has  acqjuiDed  any  perfedion  h  bound  to  commimi- 
^  -cate  it  tb-othersj-^  will  unavoidably  foUowifhar  .thofir 

♦  ^*  wht 
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"  wlio  hft^e  tpprehended  mj  of  thefe  fec^ett,  whether  hf 
*  dieir  dwn  diHgenoe,  or  bj  the  help  oi  a  mailer,  will  at 
^  diiics  mter  a  few  of  dieiiy.  BiK  this  muft  aoc  be  done 
^  openljraiid  pfaunlj,  but  tmder  cover,  and  only  bj  figai 
'*  attd  fyiilbols^  foch  as  are  to  be  found  feattered,  and  Uend^ 
^  ed  tridk  odier  things,  in  the  (ayings  of  our  more  oeIe« 
^  bfaced  and  eaoDeHent  Rabbies*  Therefore  1  aUo,  as  jaa 
'^  aay  cMbnre,  ill  thefe  myfteries  only  mention  one  word 
^  or  ezpreflktt,  as  tibe  hinge  of  the  ^t^bole,.  Bat  I  leave 
^  flie  left  tf»  others,  fo  whom  it  is  to  be  left  ^/' 

What  i^eafim  ean  die  learned  Jews  have  for  fpeaking  of 
Jkretf  and  tnyjliries ;  for'  commanding  the  ameealmem  c£ 
Aefe  from  fbe  cammoa  pemph^  the  nfe  di  parables^  K&Jimgk 
worib^  or  pBraJhf  blended  with  extraneous  matter ;  and  for 

A  4  ,  giving 

•  Nob  oauiia  fecmidnin  litenun  btrlligcndt  et  acctpiendsi  efle,  qo^ 
in  opcre  Bere/cbitb  fea  creationis,  ficot  Tolgus  hominum  exifti- 
Kun  alias  non  pnecepiflent  fiiplrntes  ilia  occuftari,  neqne  tanta 
in  ek  abfcondeiMlis  ct  paraboUs  ioTolyeiidis  ofi  fiiiflent,  neque  etiam 
ftndiotf  prohibuiflent,  ne  de  iif  fermo  fieret  coram  imperita  plebc. 
Senilis  cnim  iUomm  Utterales  rt\  gignont  pravas  cogiutiones,  iinagina- 
tioncs  et  opiniones  de  natura  Dei  Opt.  Max.,  vcl  cert^  fundamenta  legis 
erertnot,  hsrefiiuqne  aLqnam  introducunt.— ^^icumque  verd  aliquam 
in  illis  fcinitiaiD  habet,  cavere  debet,  ne  ilia  divulget,  ficuti  ftepi^  ino- 
uniaiua  in  Coouneiitario  noftro  in  Mifchnam.  Hiac  clans  verbis  dicant 
qaoqoe  Habbini  noftri ;  A  principio  libri  u/que  bic  jioria  Domini  ejt 
ceUre  vtrbitm  :  dixerunt  autem  hoc  pod  ea,  quae  fcripta  fant  de  opcribus 
fexti  dsei,  ex  quo  patet  Veritas  illius  quod  noi  dlximos.  Quia  vert  is, 
qat  perfe^ionem  aliqoara  na^s  eft,  tenetur  et  obligatur  illam  aliis  qoa- 
qae  tnfundere  et  oommnnicare,— >ideo  fieri  non  poteft,  quia  illi  qoi  ali« 
qsid  ex  fecretis  iftis,  Qve  proprio  Marte  et  indaftria,  five  ope  preceptorit 
alicojus,  appfebenderunt,  nonnanquam  pauca  qiiaBdam  dicant.  Veriixn 
fiOB  apert^  et  dar^  boc  faciendum  eft«  fed  teAi,  et  non  nifi  per  figna  ct 
iBdidt,  qnalia  fparfim,  et  aliis  rebos  permixta  in  verbis  celebriorum  ac 
pneftaationim  Rabbinoiom  noftrorum  inveniontur.  Ideoqae  et  ego,  nt 
pMcunbii;  in  iftis  myfteriis  (sep^  nnius  aitcnjns  verbi  vel  di^  ielum 
mffirionani  licio,  qnod  caido  qoafi  eft  tottus  ret ;  oetera  vera  illis  relin- 
one^  qoibos  rclisqoenda  fimt    Ibid.  Par.  i.  cap.  2^.  p.  173, 974. 
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pvingJreguetU  vutmtngs  to  this  purpofe ;  if  they  reaUy  be- 
lieve the  interpretations  which  they  give  openly  ?  Whctt 
this  intelligent  writer  (ays,  that  the  literal  £enle  of  the 
fcriptural  language  concerning  creation  introduces  h§r§Jy^ 
he  undoabtedly  re£ers  to  the  fupport  that  it  gives  to  the 
Chriftian  dodrine*  which  they  diftingoiih  by  this  name ; 
and  efpecially  to  that  of  the  Trinity.    For  when  the  Rab« 
bies,  according  to  his  acknowledgment,  particularly  ap^y 
the  ikying  quoted  fr<»n  them  to  what  is  written  concerning 
the  works  of  ibitjtxtb  day,  they  plainly  intimate,  that  the 
great  mjjiiry^  with  refped  to  creation,  lies  in  the  language 
aicribed  to  Grpd  in  the  creation  of  man.  When  Maimonides 
fpeaks  of  ^fewficrtts  being  unavoidably  uttered  at  times,  is 
it  not  implied  that  many  more  are  intentionally  concealed  \ 
What  truft  can  imj  man  of  fenfe  repofe  in  fuch  interpre- 
ters, as  to  their  faithfully  declaring  the  hereditary  dodrine  of 
their  nation  ?  In  a  word,  is  it  not  evident  that  the  difierenc^ 
between  Jews  and  Socinians  is  confiderably  wider  thfm  tliff^  ^ 
latter  pretend  ?    For  the  very  ufe  of  the  term  myfttry^  in 
relation  to  thefe  words,  Ltt  us  make  tnan^  muft  be  exceed- 
ingly ungrateful  to  a  Socinian  ear. 

K.  Huna  is  introduced  in  a  Jewiih  work,  as  laying,  that 
if  this  kind  of  language  had  not  been  written,  it  would 
not  have  been  lawful  to  fay,    ^bt  EJobim  baib  created, 

i^c*. 

On  this  fubje^  Dr  P.  alfo  calls  in  the  affifiance  of  the 
Chriflian  fathers  f.  They  may,  indeed,  be  fuflained  as 
giving  a  jufl  enough  account  of  what  they  knew.  Their 
teflimony  b  alio  of  weight  as  to  the  ftate  of  the  Jewifli 
creed  in  their  own  times.     Bat  they  were  not  fufficiently 

acquainted 

*  Dixit  R.  Huna  in  nomine  Bar  C^para,  nifi  bnjaihiodi  fermo  fcriptos 
eflet,  non  ftttfllt  Ilcitum  dicere.  Did  ereavh  cmktm^  &c.  Martiiu  Fuf  iq 
Fidci,  p.  38«. 

f  £ar.  Op.  Tol.  iii.  p.  8. 


loqpaiiited  with  the  writings  of  the  ancient  Jews,  to  be  ad- 
aiitted  as  witnefles.  It  'would  appear,  however,  that  in 
ibme  inflances  when  the  j  only  fpoke  of  the  Jews  in  oQr 
Ssvionr's  time,  or  in  their  own,  our  author  has  miderftood 
tbcm  as  cxpreffing  the  faith  of  that  people  in  every  age* 
But  I  ihall  not  lole  time  on  this  point,  as  the  aflerfiopA  of 
die  fittbcrs  cannot  bring  convidion  in  oppofition  to  othet 
cvidenoe.  Some  of  them  might  infer  from  what  they 
knew  of  the  Jews  in  their  own  times,  that  their  ancefiors 
held  the  fiune  fentiments.  This  feems,  indeed,  to  be  oor 
author's  plan  of  reafoning.  Bat  it  is  inconchifive.  For 
with  e^nl  propriety  may  we  infer  fit)m  their  later  inter- 
preratioas  of  prophecy,  either  that  Chrifiians  have  errone- 
onfly  believed  in  a  fuffering  Mei&ah,  or  that  the  Old  Tefta- 
ment  exhibits  two  perfons  under  this  charader,  the  one  as  a 
fnflSsrer,  and  the  other  as  a  conqueror.  Juflin  Martyr  not 
only  iliews  that  the  ancient  believers  of  the  Jewifli  church 
confidered  the  Word  as  a  diftind  and  divine  Perfon  *  ;  but 
fpeaks  in  fiich  a  manner  to  Trypho,  of  fome  of  the  Rab- 
bles in  his  own  age,  that  we  cannot  underfland  his  words  in 
any  other  fenfe  than  as  ezprefling  their  perfuafion,  that  the 
IVIefBah  was  to  be  divine.  ''  But  if  we  produce  to  them," 
he  lays,  *'  thefe  fcriptures  that  I  have  formerly  rehearfed 
^*  to  you,  which  ezpreislj  fhew  that  the  Mei&ah  is  both 
^*  fubje&  to  fufiering  and  the  adorable  God,  they  are  under 
•*  a  neceflity  of  acknowledging  that  thefe  refped  Chrift ; 
**  but  they  dare  to  afiert,  that  this  (Jefus)  is  not  the  Chnfl. 
^'  But  that  he  fhall  come,  and  fufier,  and  reign,  and  be  the 
•«  adorable  God,  they  confeis ;  which  is  truly  ridiculous 
««  and  foolilb,  as  I  (hall  in  like  manner  ihew  f." 

The 

♦  DuL  p.  355. 

mm»  flr^«riiv»«TM  xeu  Otot  axolttxfv^iaiv,  ttf  vMt  vfoawmfnva  v/it^,  raw 
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The  dodriiie  of  tlM  ancietit  Jew»  widi  nS^/A  tv  the 
GoAiead,  and  ]^  KMSeh,  tf  not  referred  to  the  tdUmoiljr 
itf  the  pr0phet9^  fl^aj  be  known  frdm  the  writings  of 
^hiloy  and  from  their  PaiaphtufiM.  Some  of  the  latter  tfre 
{quoted  to  have  been  written  be£<yre  t)ie  btrtb  of  ChrilH 
Fh^  flooriflied,  acoe^^ng  to  oor  tfothisrV  own  chronology; 
fonjr  years  after  thii^  ttfra.  We  fliall  eonMter  his  teffimony 
Jlift,  not  onlj'  as  this  tsthe  order  obferved  bj  Dr  P.  in  faitf 
Jecond  work;  btit  aa his  eonceffions.  With  refpeA  to  Fhilo» 
ihay  tend  to  illuftratfe  lAe  weaknefi  of  hi$  reifbningagaurfl 
the  dodrine  of  the  Paraphrafts. 

Oor  author,  in  the  Hiftory  of  Gomiptions»  aeknow* 
kdgefli,  that  Philo  *'  went  before  the  Chriftiana  in  the  per* 
**  ibnificatioin  of  the  Logos,  vol.  i.  p:  30.''  But  he  does  not 
hj  whether  thb  was  a  real,  or  pnly  an  allegorical  per* 
IbnificiUion.  He  indeed  fisems  to  admit  that  it  was  real, 
ili  k  is  added  \  **  For  he  calls  this  divine  Word  a  Jeconi 
^  God*'  Perhaps,  this  proof  might  be  preferred,  as  ap- 
parently infiauating  that  Philo  had  no  idea  of  l^lit7  of  ef- 
ftnce. 

Dr  P's  words  in  their  connexion,  discover  an  inclination 
to  deprive  the  friends  of  the  do£bine  of  the  Trinity,  of  any 
ildvantage  from  the  teflimony  of  Philo  e  *^  For  l^e  call^ 
**  this  divine  Word  a  feeond  God^  and  fometimes  attribute^ 
**  the  creation  of  the  world  to  this  feeond  Grod,  thinking 
^  it  below  the  majefty  of  the  great  God  himfelf.  He  alfo 
**  lays,  that  he  is  neither  unbegotten,  like  God,  nor  be* 
**  gotten  as  we  are,  but  the  middle  between  the  two 
^  extremes."  But  fnppofing  all  this  to  be  as  oOr  author 
lays,  what  can  it  avail  him  ?  In  the  words  ^oted,  the  pre- 

exiftence 

Ta(  tt€  Xpirw  ^r*  iif 9«^i  cvc^xa^o/Aivfi  vvfriBtvTcit,  rurtv  St  fiw  urmt 
Tfv  X/>ireVf  ToKfio9i  Xiytif''^^\tu<rt<r$ai  It  nmt  cra6if»,  luci  /Ut^tXtvff^at, 
ixai  trfo^Kv*nv9  ytuaiat  Otmr  •fUK9y§wn'.  tsrif  yixoitv  juii  af§nt§r  «v 
%/i.9iv<;  icrolri|»»       DilL  p.  2^4» 


^AeS^ogotf  is^eddtendy  afl&iied  «^r*fitft  priiici^ 

oipeaM  thit  thcb  Mtflfah  iiaiild  ta  <*  Another  thm  H 
»  mail  fik0  tboftfiilvieft.''  Btt  ir«M  dft  ^rkbu^irf Sod;' 
wkag^  wp  bive  hid  occafioo  to  obferve  tbfit,  ifl  tfrdertf^tN 
^foid  «  coaiiffiM^  <ff  the  fiipranitf  dbhy  of  Chnflv  dMQrt^itt 
Mmis  tw-aa/  dpinioaocMsoefiiuighiiii,  how«v«r  aibflird  an^ 
cmnry  to*  their  own  fyfteM.  They  will  Mdief  jote 
fkm  toatm  with*  die  Aiittit,  however  bitter  t^€i#  ecfaw 
toKuxtf  flc  timci^diatt^ff  miibr  hinii  by  oonfeflbifllMf 
io  ibt^mf  it/br  i^€t  and  eoer.  LMce  the  harlot,  the  fklfe 
mother,  they  will  prefer  a  divifioo  ^  the  child  to  an  ac^ 
koowkdgiiieiit  of  the  trae  patent. 

But  it  i^  at  leflfr  qoeftionable,  if  Philo  meant  ^  the  Doc^ 
tor  interprets.  Aoc^srding  to  him,  ^  he  attribute  the 
creatioii  of  the  world  to  thi^  ft»ond  God,  thinking  it  be- 
low the  majefty  of  the  great  God  himfelf  *."  Hiere'  we 
have  an  inflaaace  of  the  great  freedom  which  the  Diodor 
nfes  with  the  Words  of  others.  I&th  Philo  himfelf  fetd, 
that  he  thonght  it  ^  below  the  majeftj  of  the  great  Grod 
**  to  creaDe  this  worid  ?"  If  isy^  how  does  he  cxpreis  him* 

fclf? 

In  a  paflage  pre£erved  by  Eufebius  f ,  he  calls  the  Lo- 
gos afecond  GaL  But,  as  it  appears  that  the  ancient  Jews 
underfiood  the  word  EJobim  as  fconetimes  denoting  perfons^ 
for  which  reafon,  it  is  thought,  thej  have  rendered  the 
plural  noon  by  the  fiogular  Ofo^  in  the  Septuagint ;  it  has 
been  inferred  that  Riilo,  when  he  called  the  Logos  ^^fnoni 
Godf  only  meant  the  fecond  perjbn  %.  It  cannot  be  refiifed, 
indeed,  that  in  a  variety  of  paiTages  he  fpeaks  of  the  Logos 
as  inferior  to  Him  who  is*  But  when  this  kind  of  language 

N  occnxSy 

e  rat  Car:  vdlf  x.  p.  ys, 

t  Piaeptr.  ZHmjgd.  lib.  7.  c.  13.  Bedftn^rSenti.  p.  71. 
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ocdOBf  it  nifty  be  difficult  to  prore,  that  Fbib  does  not 
view  the  Logos  in  a  ddegtted  chanAer,  endrelj  different 
from  what  belongs  to  him  eflentiallj*  For  he  nnddnbted]^ 
cOnfideiB  him  as  both,  the  Son  of  God^  and  the  Mediator 
between  God  and  man*  Althoagb  this  manner  of  exr 
pxeffion  Ihoold  be  jraicd  with  what  refpcSs  his  offence,  it 
may  csiSXj  be  accounted  £Dr  from  the  writer's  viewing  tho 
&me  perfon  in  two  fights  fo  very  different*  Even  in  the 
iacred  records,  we  find .  the  language  of  fupsemacy,  and  of 
iiibjedion,  that  which  is  peculiar  to  Godt  and  that  whidi 
belongs  to  man,  moft  intimately  conne^d  in  the  delcrip* 
tion  of  him  whole  n^ime  is  WonierfuU 

As  a  proof  of  this  inferiority  attributed  by  Philo  to- the 
Logos,  Dr  P.  quotes  that  pafiage  in  which  he  is  defcribed 
«  as  the  middle  between  the  two  extremes."  But  had  he 
done  Philo  the  juftice  to  have  quoted  his  words  more  fully, 
it  would  have  appeared  that  he  has  a  fpecial  refped  to 
the  Logos  in  his  mediatory  charafter.  "  The  Father  of 
*'  all  tilings,"  he  fays,  '^  has  befiowed  this  moft  admirable 
''  gift  upon  this  Prince  of  Angels,  his  moft  ancient  Logos^ 
''  that  he  (hould  ftand  as  a  mediator  to  judge  between  the 
^'  creature  and  the  Creator.  Ue  therefore  intercedes  with 
<'  him  who  is  immortal,  in  behalf  of  mortals.  Aod  on  the 
'*  other  hand,  he  a£b  the  part  of  an  ambaiTador,  being  fent 
'^  from  the  fupreme  King  to  his  fubjcAs.  And  this  gift 
**  he  fo  willingly  accepts,  as  to  glory  in  it,  faying.  And  I 
''  have  ftood  between  God  and  you,  being  neither  unbe- 
**  gotten  as  God,  nor  begotten  as  mortals,  but  one  in  the 
<<  middle  between  two  extremes,  ading  the  part  of  an 
*'  hcftage  with  both ;  with  the  Creator,  as  a  pledge  that  he 
**  will  never  be  provoked  to  deftroy,  or  defert  the  woi-ld, 
<*  fo  as  to  fuffer  it  to  run  from  order  into  confufion  ;  and 
<<  with  creatures,  to  give  them  this  certain  hope,  tiiat  God» 
<^  being  reconciled,  will  never  ceaie  to  take  care  of  his  own 

*^  workmanfliip* 


QoBp*  I.  iie  yewi/h  DoBrtne^  Mt.  t^ 

^  workmanfliip.  For  I  proclaim  peace  to  tfae^  creatioa 
^  from  that  God  who  removes  war^  and  introduces  and 
•*  preferves  peace  for  ever  *." 

ThnSt  bis  words,  when  hirlj  exhibited,  appear  in  a 
Terj  difierent  point  of  view.  When  he  calls  the  Father 
the  fupr erne  King^  he  evidently  fpeaks  of  the  Logos  in  a  de- 
legated and  aflumed  charafler.  Shall  we  therefore  con- 
ehde,  (bat  be  denied  his  proper  deity?  With  equal  pro- 
priety may  it  be  inferred,  that  all  who  acknowledge  Chrift 
as  Mediator,  deny  that  he  is  Grod.  The  moft  accurate 
human  writer  may  eafily  be  reprefented  as  a  heretic,  by 
culling  out  a  few  words  without  any  regard  to  the  con- 
nexioo,  or  to  the  general  fpirit  of  his  work. 

But  although  it  fliould  be  fuppofed  that  Philo  confidered 
the  Logos  as  in  fome  refpeft  inferior  to  the  Father ;  nay, 
although  this  could  be  proved ;;  it  would  be  no  fufficient 
evidence  that  the  Jews  did  not  believe  the  exifience  of  a 
plurality  of  perfons  in  one  nature.  For  it  is  well  known, 
that  many  who  have  been  zealous  for  the  do&ine  of  a 
Trinity  in  unity,  have  had  their  minds  fo  (Irangely  warped 
with  refpcft  to  this  great  myftery,  as  to  (peak  of  the  fub- 
ordination  of  the  Son  even  as  God,  of  the  derivation  of 
deity  from  the  Father,  Sec.  Underflanding  the  language 
of  Philo  with  the  greateft  feverity,  it  cannot  be  fuppofed 

that 

*  To  If  mf^aTy%\o  %at  trfurCvraTO  Xoyci  ioftav  flceipfr^v  f^cixc*  ore 
•x«  ^fwnrotf  crocrvp,  ivoc  //.tBoptOf  rac,  r«  ytvofitvev  ^lunptvn  tm  tnxotwxoroc* 
•  It  avT»<  fxtrvc  fiiv  in  ro  Ovvrn  xnpeinofTOc  an  Tfpof  afSocprev,  crpio-Cfv* 
»K  /•  T*  nytfiovof  tjfO(  TO  uirnxoo9  AytcXXirai  it  tri  m  iaptet,  not 
ftfivxncfitvof  mxtmt  tM-itnyttrat  pa^xuv,  Kaytt  nrvxiiv  ava  fLtffvv  ftvp«ti 
m«j  Vfut9,  MTt  aytv9iif(  o  o  ©loc  ctv,  rtrt  ytnnroc  oc  v^t^tt,  aXKei  /tftf-«r 
ran  axpav,  tifd,foripotg  ofinptvuv  tarapc  fit*  ru  furfupotyri,  v^t  triri*  T\t 
fit  avftwmv  afafifat  tjort  *at  «Tor«vai  to  yfv«c*  aKOCfi,ta¥  mtri  %90ft.M  tX** 
^v«v  xrecpa  h  ru  fvvriy  xsfoa  luixrinav  m  ftnirort  rot  ikiav  ©io»  <TI- 
ftitut  ro  litov  tpy99.  tyo  yaf  twixufvutva-o/iai  ra  tipnvata  yn§€U  tretfm 
TV  *u$atpnv  voxtfc9(  tyifuwfs  «/>«vi>fOX«K#(  Ml  ec«.  Quis  rcnim  din* 
aunm  bsres  fit,  p.  397. 
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^wt  -he  went  any  further.  For  he  decklres  the  eternity  of 
'tile  Logos  in  fuch  terms  as  to  oppofe  hinni  to  all  creatures* 
^  Mofes,''  he  fays,  "  has  not  likened  the  fationsd  foul  to 
**^  any  cff  the  things  which  are  created,  but  has  pronounced 
'''it  to  be  the  image  Of  that  whic^h  is  divind  and  invifible  ; 
-''reckoning  it  ^proper  that  it  Ihould  be  confubftantiated 
""  and  conformed  to  the  feal  of  God,  the  charaSer  Of  which 
'"  is  his  etemai  Word. — Therefore  it  b  laid  that  n^an  is 
^  made  after  the  image  of  God^  but  not  after  the  image  df 
^  any  creature  *.*• 

He  aflerts  the  neceflary  exiAence  of  the  £une  divine 
f^ifoil.  Addreiling  hinifetf  to  others,  while  fpeakin^  o^ 
the  Logos,  he  &ys ;  ^'  You  profeis  to  have  the  fame  Father, 
^  not  mortal,  but  immortsti,  the  man  of  God;  who  being  the 
<**  Word  of  the  Eternal,  is  himfelf  alfo  neceflarily  immor- 
^  tal  f;"  He  evidently  afcribes  the  fame  eternal  and  necef- 
&ry  eziftence  to  the  Logos,  as  to  the  Fathet.  He  declares 
theabfolute  perfeftion  and  all-fufficiency  of  his  glorious  fub* 
jeft.  '*  Unity,"  he  fays,  **  can  admit,  neither  of  addition,  nor 
^  of  fubtradion,  being  the  image  of  God,  who  alone  is 
**  sdl-fufficient.  For  other  things  are  by  nature  vain,  and  if 
^  diere  b  any  folidity  in  them,  it  b  conftriaed  by  the 
^  Word  of  God.  For  thb  is  a  bond  or  glue,  compa&ing 
''  crecy  eflence.     But  he,  who  conneds  and  conjoins  aH 

**  things^ 

•  O  /i  fuyat  M*vtfT»f  v^tu  ruf  ytyonorav  rn^  KoyiiUK  4"^*^  ^*  *'^^ 
j[fc«i0C  ttfo/itarfVf  ctXX*  iirt v  avrnf  rn  0f iv  ii,a4  atpaltt  f (Mva,  JtKifun  ivm* 
vtfU9«Ci  Mvtub-ticav  xat  rvwo^itetiv  a- f  fay  tit  BtM.  v%  •  jf^ttftiMTn^  irif 
auhtf  x§yo  -^Ato  *at  ktyitat^  xar  tmofa  Of««  T§9  ftv^ftfiifti  y^y^v9r^, 
«  fint  Kar'  UMva  rtva  tttf  yty§t9TOf*     Dc  PJantttionc  Moe,  p.  169. 

JDe  CoofttOone  Ldoguar.  p.  255* 


^  thii^  is  irrfeftly  hj3  own  com^etion,  and  needs  n0 


ff* 


If  Fhilo  did  not  mean  to  declare  that  the  Logos  was  of 
fibtjkme  ijtnct  with  the  Fatheri  whatienfe  can  we  impoie 
CD  ^  foUowinj  aflertions  ?  **  The  Lo^^  is  fimilar  to  no 
^  ibifiUe  objeA ;  but  he  is  the  image  of  God,  the  moft  aa^ 
«  fient  of  all  intelligible  things,  the  nearefi  to  him  whp  i^ 
*<ftaUilbed  in  truth,  there  being  jio  line  of  difference  f*" 
**  For  his  Logos  is  not  made  by  fbdiking  of  the  air  i^^ 
«  (Bog  u»  the  word  of  man) »  it  is  free  of  all  mixture^  ior 
**  corpoceal,  naked,  and  differing  in  no  refped  from  unitj  t." 

He  eyidmtl jr  maintains  the  dodrine  of  a  Trinity.  For 
be  lajSy  *'  He  who  is,  is  on  each  fide  attended  by  his 
**  neareft  powc^,  of  which  the  one  is  creatifoe^  and  the 
^  other  Idngly.  The  creative  is  God,  by  which  he  found- 
^  ed  and  ad«med  the  univerCle.  The  kingly  is  Lord*  It 
^  is  fit  that  the  creature  flionld  be  governed  by  his  Maker. ' 

* 

^  Therefore  he  who  is  in  the  middle,  being  thus  attended 

«  by 

*  yLm%i  )f  cfTf  «^09^»jciiry  »rt  o^oM^^v  iiyw^ttk  tmputiv^  nustt 
M9m  TIB  fa.99H  oX«^tf€  0stf.  ;^«vv«  y»^  rm  n  mXXet  f{  lavrA^r^  ii  ^f 
•»  not  mvtmiU*  u^j   A*y«r  v^tfyiTttt   Oii*^«   koXX«   ya^  trt   Ktu  inrft/a^ 

ls«ra,  w>.9^   «vr«f  taxnts  Kv^tttf  irti,   «  A«9u(   tri^^  T«T«(air«f» 
Qpii  remm  diyiaariun  haeres,  p.  396. 

^  O  J^y  rrr(a»«#  r»r«^r  Xoy0(  Ofio;,  i^^  o^«r«v  mc  ifXOtv  timfp  mm 
fo^wt  Tst9  uxr*  anvBtirtft  tf€4>f^nf  if^  «XX  axn^  unttf  tura^^vf  diar, 
Ttn  90wrstf  mir«\air*frtf9  •  w^v^uralcf^  0   fy)ftrraT«»,  fuihf^   9rn^ 

^g»'»  P-  3^3* 

X  O*  yof^  imt  •  X«y»f  flvr^v  yiyvf*;  «f^  vXngi;,,  mmfiiynffAUff 

(«f  ^Mff«)H*     Qnod  Deus  fit  immtttabiliS|  p.  238. 
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^  by  boih  his  powersi  exhibits  to  the  diCcerning  mind  foqie^ 
''  times  the  appearancS  of  one^  and  fometimes  of  tbra  *." 

But  with  rcffpefi  to  creation,  the  fentiments  of  Philo  a& 
fume  a  different  afpefi  in  our  author's  tecomi  work.  In 
the  firfl,  he  ha3  told  us  that  Philo  **  attributes  the  creatiod 
'*  of  the  world  to  the  fecond  God,  thinking  it  below  th^ 
'*  majeftj  of  the  great  God  himfelf."  But  in  the  fecoodi 
we  are  informed  that  ^'  Philo  was  fo  much  a  Jew  that  he 
'*  afcribed  proper  creation  to  God  the  Father  only,  and  die 
^  forming  of  created  matter  to  the  Logos  f /*  Thb  is  a 
ftrange  reverfe  of  matters,  indeed !  But  the  leiLmed  getitle- 
man  muft  meet  with  a  little  indulgence.  For  here,  in  the 
creation  of  his  own  fancy,  he  gives  form  to  what  had  beeil 
formerly  left  in  the  ftate  of  chaos.  So  little  did  he  under* 
fiand  his  author,  that  he  miftook  the  inftrument  fior  thti 
proper  agent,  and  confidered  that  as  a  proof  of  inferiority^ 
which  is  now  found  to  be  a  (landing  mark  of  fupremacy. 

But  it  is  merely  doing  jufUce  to  Philo,  to  inquire  i^  in 
the  place  referred  to,  there  is  any  evidence  of  his  denying 
proper  creation  to  the  Logos.  According  to  Dr  P.  he  ez^ 
preiTes  himfelf  in  this  manner.  **  He  being  produced,  imi- 
^*  tating  his  Father,  and  regarding  his  patterns,  reduced 
<<  things  into  form  %.*'  But  what  our  author  renders  pro^ 
•  ducedf  ought  to  be  begotten.  The  literal  meaning  of  the 
paflage  is,  '^  He,  being  begotten,"  or,  ^^  He,  who  is  the  be* 
*'  gotten,  imitating  the  ways  of  his  Father,  and  ob&rving 

"his 

futr*  xmXttrat  o  iv>'  «i  ^i  «a^'  ixau^a  w^tffQvrarm  »«i  tyyvrarat 
T«  orr«f  ^vvftftiK*  itf  i|  /aiv  9roiiir<«ii,  d  h  ffuv't^Mn  m^c^-my^tnTcu,* 
Ktu  9  pfv  «ro<itTixiv  Gfo<*  TOitrm   7«^  lOqiM  Tf  »ai  ^wcfift9t  ro  ««(v*  n 

m  •^ttTiicii  ^MMMii  TOTf  fcf»  fff,  Tvri  h  r^jun  pttrtm^mu  De  Abra-' 
hamo,  p.  287. 

*   f  Ear.  Opin.  toL  ii.  p.  14.  t  ^^'^  P*  '5* 
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«*  his  archetypal  patterns^  produces  forms  *."  Dr  F.'s  tran- 
41at2fxiv  ui  coiifeqae.nce  of  the  word  opxcrwa  being  over- 
lookedy  would  naturaUj  lead  the  reader  to  fuppofe  that 
the  paitenu  meant  bj  Philo  were  fenfible,  that  thej  were 
fooe  external  works  of  the  Father.  Our  author  could  not 
be  a  firaoger  to  the  fenfe  in  which  the  Jew  ufes  the  term 
arcbe^poL  For  he  has  quoted  different  paflages  in  which 
it  0CCU13,  as  es^refflj  iignify^ing  what  is  merely  intellec- 
toal.  in  Gontradiftin^on  to  objeds  of  fenfe.  Thus  he  in- 
trodaoes  Philp  as  faying,  that ''  the  inteHigihle  and  incor- 
•*  poreal  world  is  the  archetype  of  that  which  is  viflble,  con- 
^  fitting  of  invifible  ideas,  as  this  does  of  vifible  bodies  f ." 
The  ancient  writer  fuppofes  tliefe  archetypal  patterns  to 
be  in  the  Logos  himfelf,  as  he  is  the  image  of  the  Father  X. 
£<3ii  evidently  fignifies  fenfible  forms  or  vifible  objeds,  as 
oppofed  to  patterns  merely  ideal.  Thus,  the  whole  work 
of  creaticm  is  afcribed  immediately  to  the  Logos. 

Dr  Ps  tranilation  makes  the  language  felf-contradic- 
Cory.  For  if  Philo  had  meant  that  the  Word  merely  re- 
duced  the  works  of  his  Father  into  form^  it  would  never 
have  been  faid  that  he  "  imitated  his  ways."  Had  this 
been  the  cafe,  thefe  works  mud  flill  have  been  in  an  undi- 
gefted  ftate.  How  could  he  "  obfcrve  the  patterns"  of 
the  Father,  when  all  things  are  fuppofed  to  have  been 
without  Jorm  and  void  / 

Did  it  fcem  neceffary,  I  might  mention  a  great  variety 
of  paflages,  which  clearly  prove  that  Philo  afcribes  the 
whole  of  creation  to  the  Logos.  But  it  may  fufiice  to  re- 
fer to  a  former  quotation,  in  which  this  matter  is  fet  in 
ihc  cleareft  light.  There  he  afTerts  that  "  the  creative 
**  power  is' God,  by  which  he,  who  \&^  founded  znd  adorned 
**  the  univerfe." 

Vol.  I.  B  CHAP. 

fumrm   a^^^vts   ixfiy|»  fiXtx^v,    ffiO^^H  »}i!.     De  Confus.  Ling, 
p.  258. 

t  Ear.  Opts.  tqI.  ti.  p.  6.  }  De  Mondi  Opificio,  p.  5. 
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TThat  Pbilo  did  not  borrow  from  PkUo^  in  perfowfying  tb$ 
Logos  ;  and  that  Plato  was  not  tbt  Invenior  of  this  Doc^ 
trine. 

"  13  UT  what  avails,"  may  it  be  faid,  "  the  teftlmoAj  of 
«  i-/  philo,  as  it  is  known  that  he  was  tindured  with  Pla- 
*'  tonic  philofophj  ?"  Indeed,  this  is  the  fuo^  of  Dr  P's 
objedion.  *'  It  has  been  obferved  that  after  the  tranfla- 
^*  tion  of  the  Old  Teftameiit  into  Greek,-r-in  confequence 
'*  of  which  the  Jewifh  religion  became  better  known  to 
''  the  Greeks,  and  efpecially  to  the  philofophers  of  Alexan- 
<*  dria,  the  more  learned  of  the  Jews  had  recourfe  to  an 
*'  allego^ica^ method  of  interpreting  what  thej  found  to  be 
''  moft  objeded  to  in  their  facred  writings,  and  by  this 
^*  means  pretended  to  find  in  the  books  of  Mofes,  and  the 
f*  Prophets,  all  the  great  principles  of  the  Greek  philofo- 
'^  phy,  and  efpecially  that  of  Plato  which  at  that  time  was 
"  moil  in  vogue.  In  this  method  of  interpreting  Scripture, 
*'  Philo,  a  learned  Jew  of  Alexandria,  far  excelled  all  who 
"  had  gone  before  him  *." 

This  obje&ion  hath  been  formerly  made,  and  hath  been 
fully  anfwercd  by  different  writers,  particularly  by  the 
learned  Bp.  ELidder  f .  But  it  is  common  with  the  dilci- 
pies  of  Socinus  to  reply  to  the  anfwers  given  to  their  ob- 
jedions,  merely  by  bringing  them  forth  anew,  with  as 
much  form  and  importance,  as  if  they  had  never  made  their 
appearance  before.  But  till  they  Ihew  the  infufficiency  of 
anfwers  already  given,  little,  more  is  requifite  than,  after 
their  own  example,  although  with  far  more  propriety,  to 
give  the  fubfiance  of  what  hath  been  advanced  by  former 
writers.  According  to  an  ordinary  rule,  Affirmantiincum^ 

lit 

*  Hift   Cor.  vol.  i.  p.  25. 
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H  probatw.  But  there  is  not  a  (hadow  of  evidence  offered 
in  ibpport  of  this  mightj  ohjedion.  Can  one  proof  be 
-brought  firom  Philo,  that  he  really  borrowed  the  dodrine  of 
a  Triait7«  or  of  the  Logos,  from  Plato  ?  On  the  Contrary, 
does  he  not  aH  along  fupport  theijp  dodrines  by  teftimonies 
from  the  Law  and  the  Prophets  ?  He  produces  no  expref- 
fioos  fixMD  FlatOy  in  fupport  of  thb  article  of  his  creed.  He 
would  Tery  naturally  have  adopted  this  plan  in  order  to 
Ihew  the  conformity  of  the  cme  to  the  other,  had  he  fo  ear- 
ncfily  wiflied  to  affimilate  the  fcriptural  to  th^  Platonic  doc- 
trine. To  fi^pofe  th^t  one  author  hath  borrowed  from 
another,  merely  becaufe  of  fome  general  conformity  of  doc- 
trine, or  fimilarity  of  particular  modes  of  expref&on,  efpe- 
ciaDy  when  he  ezpre£|ly  calls  in  a  third,  and  owns  this  as 
his  andiorityy  k  unfair ;  and  to  aflert  it,  is  to  beg  what 
ought  to  be  proved* 

This  exception  to  the'  teftimony  of  Philo  would  be  more 
planfible,  were  he  the  only  Jewifh  writer  who  had  iifed  fuch 
expreffions.  But  it  will  appear,  not  only  that  the  Para- 
phrafls  ufcd  the  fame  language,  but  that  they  had  the  fame 
fentiments  with  Philo.  Dr  P.  indeed,  overthrows  this  ob- 
jeftion  by  his  own .  conceffion.  He  acknowledges  that 
Philo  ''made  a  much  more  fubftantial  ptrfonification  of 
"  the  divine  Logos  than  any  of  the  proper  Platonifts  had 
*•  done  •/•  Now,  as  we  know  the  firm  perfuafion  of  the 
Jews  concerning  the  unity  of  God,  although  we  fhould  fiip. 
pofe  one  of  that  nation  tinftured  with  beathenijh  idtoi ;  his 
motive  for  carrying  them  farther  than  heathens  thcmfelves  is 
abfolutely  inconceivable.  Certainly,  it  is  mod  natural  to 
think,  that  he  would  not  have  gone  the  fame  lengths  with 
them,  unleis  he  had  been  fully  convinced  that  the  avowed 
principles  of  his  nation  allowed  him  to  carry  thefe  ideas 
as  £tf  as  he  hath  adually  done. 

B  a  The 

,  *£ar.  Opixu  voL  uJ^,  17. 
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The  objcSion,  indeed,  feems  to  fall  by  its  own  weight. 
It  has  great  appearance  of  felf-contradi&ion.  For  at  is  aT* 
fcrted,  '*  that  the  Jews  had  recQurfe  to  ap  allegorical  method 
**  of  interpreting  what  they  found  to  be  moft  objeded  tb  in 
**  their  facred  writings."  But  from  the  conne^on,  it  cer- 
tainly rouft  be  inferred  that  "  what  was  moft  objeSed  to" 
was  that  which  they,  in  the  event,  interpreted  allegorically, 
and  what,  ccording  to  this  method  of  interpretation, 
contained  '*  all  the  great  principles  of  the  Greek  philofo- 
**  phy,  and  cfpecially  that  of  Plato."  But  will  our  author 
pleaff  to  fhew,  how  that  could  be  mofi  ohjefied  tOy  which 
might  be  interpreted  as  having  the  greateft  affinity  to  the 
Philofophy  which  was  moft  in  vogue  ?  Did  the  Platonifts 
n^ifunderftand  the  Scriptures,  fo  far,  as  efpecially  to  objed 
to  thofe  paifages  which,  when  explained  by  a  Jew,  ap- 
proaclied  moft  nearly  to  their  own  fyftem  ?  This  favours 
very  inucli  of  myftery.  The  learned  Gentleman  muft  cer- 
tain ly  find  a  ipore  fatisfying  reafon  for  the  recoHrfe  which 
the  Jews  are  fgid  to, have  had  "  to  an  allegorical  method  of 
"  interpreting."  But  the  fad  is  \  he  wifhes  that  interpre- 
tation to  be  confidered  as  allegorical  which  is  ftriftly  lite- 
ral *,  and  is,  therefore,  under  a  neceility  of  framing  a  reafon 
for  the  pretended  change.  Any  one  who  takes  the  moft 
fuperficial  view  of  the  writings  of  Philo  muft  obfcrve,  that 
he  not  only  allegorizes,  but  that  he  often  obfcures  a  fubjeft, 
abundantly  clear  of  itfclf,  by  the  intemperate  ufe  of  allego- 
ry. He  frequently  indulges  this  humour  in  the  defcripti- 
ons  wliich  he  gives  of  the  Logos.  But  we  are  not  thence  to 
conclude  that  his  very  exhibition  of  him  as  a  perfon  was  a 
mere  allegory.  On  the  fame  ground  might  the  perfonali- 
ty  of  the  Father  be  denied. 

But  fo  far  is  it  from  being  Irue  that  Jewifli  writers  bor- 
rowed from  Plato,  that  there  is  the  greateft  reafon  to  believe 
tl)c  very  reverfe.     The  Dodpr  h^mfelf  confeflcs,  that  "  as 

«  Plato 
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^  Plato  had  travelled  into  the  £aft,  it  is  protiable  that  he 
'*  there  learned  the  doAriiie  of  divine  emanations,  and  his 
**  ideas  of  the  origin  of  this  vifible  fjftem  *. 

As  it  is  granted  that  Plato  "  travelled  into  the  Eaft,"  it 
is  aUb  known  that  he  went  into  Egypt.  This  is  menti* 
oned  by  Apukins,  a  heathen  writer  and  one  of  his  difciples. 
PlatOy  he  lays,  went  thither,  *'  that  he  might  learn  the  rices 
of  the  prophets  -f-."  Numenius  the  Pythagorean  caUs  Pla- 
to «*Mofcs  Atticifing'Vor  ''fpeaking  Greek  J."  Arifto- 
bolos,  a  Jewiih  Writer,  (ays ;  *'  It  is  plain,  that  Plato  follow- 
'*  ed  our  law,  and  that  he  diligently  fludied  the  feveral 
^  parts  of  it  ||."  Jofephus  alfo  aflferts  that  Plato  efpecially 
imitated  Mofes  §.  The  fame  is  affirmed  \ij  Chriftian  wri- 
ters. Clemens  Alezaudrinus  obferves,  that  "  Plato  was  ac- 
«*  qoainted  with  prophecy  *,"  and  that  he  *'  derived  his  phi^ 
^  lofophy  from  the  Jews."  He  even  calls  him  *'  the  He- 
**  brew  Philofopher  ;"  averting  that  the  Greek  fages  were 
generally  **  thieves,  taking  the  choiceft  of  their  opinions 
'^  from  Mofes  and  the  Prophets,  without  thankful  acknow- 
"  ledgment  *♦.'*  Juflin  Martyr  declares,  that  Plato  **  drew 
**  many  things  frotd  the  Hebrew  rivulets,"  and  that  **  what- 
*«  foever  he  (aid  devoutly  of  God,  or  of  his  worfliip,  he  dole 
"  from  the  Hebrew  Philofophy  +t«"  Theodoret,  Joannes 
Fhiloponus,  Eufebius,  Ambrofe,  Auguitin  and  Tatian  af- 
fert  the  fame. 

At  any  i^te,  is  it  not  far  more  probable,  that  Plato  bor- 
rowed from  the  Hebrews,  than  that  they  borrowed  from 
him  I  as  it  is  certain  that  he  was  in  Egypt,  where  many 
jews  were  fettled  ;  as  we  know  his  great  diligence  in  acqui- 

B  3  ring 
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ring  knowledge;  and  as  it  is  otherwife  unaccountable  whence 
he  received  his  notions  of  a  Trinity  ?  Was  it  from  other 
Philofophers  ?  From  whom  did  they  derive  their  know- 
ledge of  it  ?  Either  from  imagination,  or  from  tradition. 
The  firft  is  improbable,  according  to  the  opinion  both  of  the 
orthodox,  and  of  Dr  P.  They  grant  that  this  dodrine  is 
above  the  line  of  human  reafon.  He  fuppofes  it  to  be  di- 
reftly  contradiftory.  If  fo,  is  it  rational  to  fuppofe,  that 
fuch  men  as  Plato,  who,  it  will  be  granted,  in  other  inftaa- 
ces  fpoke  in  a  very  fublime  manner  of  the  divine  nsuure, 
would  of  themfelves  devife  a  doArine  fp  abfurd  as  this  is 
faid  to  be  ?  While  all  the  nations  around  held  foch  a  mul- 
tiplicity of  gods,  that  the  Greeks  themfelves,  fo  early  as 
Hefiod's  age,  are  (aid  to  have  had  no  lels  than  rtiirty  thou- 
fand,  how  can  it  be  accounted  for,  that  Plato,  while  he  in 
fome  fenfe  held  the  divine  Unity,  fliould  ihunbk  upon  the 
number  three  / 

Is  it  faid,  that  he  mod  probably  had  thi»  do&ise  fros& 
tradition  ?  Where  then  had  he  this  tradition  ?  In  the  £ail^ 
furely,  whither  Plato,  and  other  Philofophers  before  him,  tra- 
velled. And  whence  did  it  originate  ?  Certainly,  from  the 
remains  of  primitive-  Revelation^  or  from  intercourle  with 
the  Hebrews,  whofe  facred  writings  are  undoubtedly  more 
ancient  than  thofe  of  any  other  people.  Can  it  be  fuppofed 
that  Plato  travelled  into  the  £aft  for  the  exprels  pur- 
pofe  of  acquiring  knowledge,  and  never  once  heard  of 
thofe  moft  ancient  of  all  writings  *,  eipecially  when  the 
Jews  were  at  this  time  difperfed  through  fo  many  coun'> 
tries  ?  Is  it  fuppofable,  that  if  he  heard  of  themi  he  would 
not  wifli  to  learn  fomething  of  their  contents  ^  Can  wc 
entertain  fuch  an  opinion  of  one  who  was  at  fo  much  pains 
to  be  initiacf^d  into  the  Egyptian  myfteries  ?  Befides,  is  it 
not  certain  that  other  Philofophers  before  him  brought 
'  the  fame  opinions  from  the  Eafi  ? 

But  why  fhould  we  multiply  proob?    We  have  the 
confeilion  of  Plato  himfelf,  that  this  Philofophy  was  not  the 

1  fruit 
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finiic  of  bis  own  refledion,  but  partlj  derived  firom  ancient 
tradition.  Naj»  be  materially  acknowledges,  that  he  deri- 
ved it  from  the  Jews.  He  fajs,  *<  This  ftory  6f  One  and 
**  manj  Qf  m«  vtxx«)  is  a  tradition  which  the  ancients  v^ho 
*«  were  better,  and  lived  nearer  the  Gods  than  we,  tranf- 
^  mitted  to  us  *  •'*  He  aflerts,  that  the  {afeft  and  moft  cer- 
tain waj  of  proving  the  immortalitj  of  th^  fonl,  is  iui  x*yW 
•w  T«f«(  '*  by  fome  divine  word  or  tradition  f.'*  He  ac- 
knowledges, that  ''  the  firft  inftitution  of  lettets  w^  £nolii 
the  Gods,  by  certain  Barbarians  \**  that  **  he  and  the  reft  of 
^  the  Greeks  received  their  choiceft  traditions  And  learning 
**  from  certain  Barbarians  more  ancient  than  themfelves  *,'' 
and  tbat  they  ''  gave  a  better  form  to  what  they  thus  re- 
^  ceived  %.**  He  fpeaks  of  a  Phehician  &ble,  tefpefting 
the  fraternity  "  of  all  men  not  otit  of  the  earth  ||*,*' 
whicb  ondoubtedly  refers  to  the  formation  of  Adam.  He 
alio  mentions  ''  Syrian  fables.'* 

It  is  well  known  that  the  Greeks  called  all  other  nations 
Barbarians.  Bochart  feems  jnftly  to  conclude^  that  Heto- 
dotos  (peaks  of  the  Jews  under  the  name  of  Phehicians. 
For  he  (ays,  that  '*  certain  Phenicians  Came  from  the  coaft 
^'  of  theRedfea."  On  this  Jofephiis  makes  the  following  ob- 
fervations ;  '^  This  writer  appears  to  beceftaiin  that  the  Sy- 
'<  rians  of  Paleftine  are  circumcifed.  Now,  the  faft  is,  tbat 
^  in  Paleftine,  the  Jews  only  ate  circunicifed ;  and  as 
''  he  is  po(itive  in  his  aflertion,  what  he  fays  refpeding  this 
^  circumfiance  can  refer  to  no  other  people  §."  Xenophoa 
alfo  teftifles  that  the  Jews  were  called  Syrians  **• 

Is  it  inquired,  why  Plato  did  not  adixally  natme  the  Jeits? 
Many  reafons  might  be  given ;  ainodg  whith  that  already 

B  4  mentioned 

*  Phakbiis,  p.  i  7.  ap.  Gales  Conxt  of  the  Gentiles,  p.  2.  b.  3.  c.  a. 
f  Phaedo,  p  S5.  ib.  |  Crat/liis.  426.  ib. 

II  De  Repobf.  lib.  5.  ib. 

I  Tvi.  Jofeph.  conL  Apion.  1.  L  Bocharti  Phal^;.  1.  4.  c.  34. 
♦•  Ap.  Gale,  pirt  i.  b.  i.  c  4. 
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mentioned  is  one.  Being  neighbours  of  the  Pheniciani^ 
who  were  fo  univerfallj  known  by  their  extenfive  com- 
merce, and  alfo  of  the  Syrians ;  they  were  fpoken  of  under' 
thefe  names  which  were  more  &miliar  to  ftrangers.  Ori>- 
gen*  gives  another  reafon  y  that/becaufe  of  the  peculiarity 
of  their  religion,  and  feparation  firom  the  reft  of  mankind, 
the  Jews  were  fo  hated  by  other  nations,  that  Plato  might 
think  it  impolitic  exprefsly  to  mention  their  name,  left  it 
might  ex()o{e  the  doftrines  which  he  had  derived  &onr 
them  ta  contempt. 

But  Plato  was  not  the  only  Fhilofopher  who  borrowed 
from  the  Jews.  Pythagoras  undoubtedly  did  the  fame. 
Hermippus,  who  writes  his  life,  affirms  that  hie  *'  tranfla- 
"  ted  many  of  the  Jewifh  Laws  into  his  own  Philofophy." 
Diogenes  Laertius  fays,  that  '*  he  went  to  the  Hebrews.'^ 
The  fame  is  attefted  by  Strabo  and  Porphyry,  and  by 
Ariftobulus  the  Jew  f .  Jofephus  alfo  afterts,  th^t  **  many 
^<  of  the  cuftoms  of  the  Jews  are  incorporated  into  the 
*•  Philofophy  of  Pythagoras  J."  Clearchus,  a  difciple  of 
Ariftotle,  declares  that  he  faw  a  Jew,  with  whom  his  ma- 
fler  had  often  converfed,  according  to  the  words  which  he 
afcribes  to  Ariftotle ;  "  equally  to  the  gratification  and 
**  improvement  of  thofe  who  could  relifli  the  happinels  of 
"  fuch  a  cpnverfation  ||."  It  is  alfo  aflerted  by  various 
writers,  that  Pherecydes,  who  is  fuppofed  to  hav6  been  the 
preceptor  of  Pythagoras,  was  much  indebted  to  the  Jews. 

Socinians  ftill  ieem  to  fpeak  of  Plato,  as  if  he  had  been  the 
firft  Philofopher  who  broached  the  do&rine  of  a  Trinity. 
But  there  is  undoubted  evidence  that  it  was  known  to  the 
heathen,  many  ages  before  him.  His  own  difciple  Plotf* 
nus  thus  expreffes  himfelf  on  this  fubjed  :  *'  That  thefe 
*'  dodrines  are  not  new,  nor  of  yefterday,  but  have  been 

M  very 
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"  Tcrj  anciently  delivered,  though  obfcurely  (the  difcourfea 
"  now  extant  being  but  explanations  of  them)  appears  from 
"^  Plato's  own  writings ;  Parmenides  before  him  having  in- 
**  fifted  on  them  *.'*  Again ;  *^  Parmenides  alfo  agreed  in 
^  this  acknowledgment  of  a  Trinity  of  divine  or  archical 
«<  bypoftafes  f  .*'  As  many  learned  men  are  of  opinion  that 
the  T[eiraBys^  by  which  it  is  laid,  Pythagoras  ufed  to 
fwear,  was  nothing  but  the  7etragrammaton  or  name  of  four 
letters,  of  which  he  had  received  fome  account  from  the 
Jews ;  it  is  alfo  aflerted  that  he  held  a  Trinity  of  divine 
hypofiafes,  and  therefore  fpoke  of  God  fometimes  as  a 
momadj  fometimes  as  a  mind^  and  fometimes  as  xhtfouloi 
the  world  t*  Thence  Jamblichus  lays  inProclus,  that  there 
^  were  three  Gods  alfo  praifed  by  the  Pythagoreans  ||." 

It  is  dear  that  Orpheus  aflerted  a  Trinity,  under  the 
names  of  Phanes,  Uranus  and  Chronus,  one  of  thefe  he  cal- 
led 9^T9yfi  Gmc,  the  Jirft  begotten  Cod,  Wolfius  afTerts 
from  Damafeius,  that  Orpheus  introduced  a  triform  deity  }• 
^Timotheus  the  chronographer  affirms  that  Orpheus  had 
^  long  ago  declared,  that  all  things  were  made  by  a  co-ef- 
**  fential  or  confubftantial  Trinity  ♦*."  He  ufes  the  three 
names,  Ugbty  Counfel  and  Life\  and  afierts  th^t  by  thefe 
three  all  things  were  made.  He  alfo  fpeaks  of  the  Divine 
Word,  and  recommends  a  fixed  adherence  to  it  f  f . 

There  were  likewife  feveral  hints  of  a  Trinity  in  the 
Egyptian  MoArines.  Jamblichus  informs  us,  that  according 
to  the  Hermaic  Theology,  there  was  *•  firft  an*  indivifible 
••  unity  called  EiBon  ;  fecondly  a  perfeft  Mind,  underftand- 
"  ing  himlelf,  and  converting  his  cogitations  into  him* 
*•  fclf,    called  Emepb,  or  Cnepb ;     and  thirdly,   the   im- 

"  mediate 

•  Plotin.  £n.  5.  b.  z.  ap.  Cudworth's  Intelle^al  Syftem,  p.  546- 
\  Ibid.  386^  \  Cadworth,  p.  373.  [|  Ibid.  547. 

5  Wolf.  Excerpt,  ex  Dsunifc.  Anec.  Graec.  torn.  iii.  p.  252. 
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*  mediate  principle  of  geoeradon,  calkd  bjr  feveral  names 
^  according  to  its  leveral  powers,  as  Pbiba^  jimmoUf 
^  Ofiris  *."  As  Cneph  was  fometiaies  reprelented  widi  an 
egi^  cocning  oot  of  his  month,  Enfebins,  on  the  teftimony 
of  Porphjr  jy  fays,  that  the  egg  denoted  the  world,  **  crea^ 
**  ted  bj  the  eternal  Logos  f ." 

The  Periian  Mithras^  iaid  bj  his  wotlhippers  to  be 
the  father  and  maker  of  ail  things,  wis  commonlj  called 
^i'K\m<T%9i  tbree/old.  Plutarch  cbferres  that  Oromafdes 
^  thrice  augmented  or  triplicated  himfelf  {."  In  the  Ora- 
cles afcribcd  to  Zoroafter*  it  is  faid  that  die  Father  perfec- 
ted all  things  and  delivered  them  to  the  feoondMind,  whom 
the  nations  of  men  commonlj  take  for  die  Gift.  In  a  Chal- 
daic  OTacle  cited  b j  Produs,  there  is  mendoo  of  a  third  hj- 
poftafis  under  the  name  of  Pfycbt.  This,  Pletho  lays,  thej 
alfo  called  Arimanius.  In  one  of  thefe  Oracks,  the  pater- 
nal Monad  iFm\i%xn  «•»««  is  faid  to  be  enlarged,  and  to  gene- 
rate two.  Mention  is  alfo  made  of  theZ)i(a^  and  T[riadz 
and  it  is  aflerted  that  '*  all  things  ficrve  thefe  three  princi- 
ples II ."  In  another  it  b  faid  $ ;  '*  In  all  the  world  there 
•*  fliines  a  Trinity,  of  which  an  Unity  is  the  head  •♦." 

Plutarch  teftifies  that  Zoroai^er  made  a  threefold  diftri- 
bntion  of  things ;  that  he  afligned  the  firft  and  higheft  rank 
of  them  to  Oromafdes,  who,  in  the  oracles,  is  called  the 
Father  -,  the  loweft  to  Arimanes^  and  the  middle  to  Mub* 
raSf  who  in  the  fame  oracles  is  likewife  called  the  kcooi 
Mind  ff .  That  Sanchoniathon,  the  Phenician,  borrows 
from  the  books  of  Mofes,  feems  undeniable.  In  his  account 
of  creation,  he  fpeaks  of  the  operation  of  a  wind  or  fpirit 
on  the  Chaos.     He  attributed  the  produftion  of  our  firft 

parents 

•  Janrblichiis  de  Myfter.  Aejypt.  fee.  8.  c.  3.  ap.  Cud.  354. 
f  Praep.  Kvan.  I.  3.  c.  1 1 .  Cud.  352.     |  Plutarch  de  Ifid.  CI  Ofir.  Cud.  J187. 
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pueacs  to  Co1]nas  and  Baan.  As  Baau  rs  tmdonbtedlj 
the  £une  word  with  Bobu  in  the  Hebrew  text,  which  we 
vender  void,  Coipias  is,  with  the  greateft  probabiHtj,  fup- 
poGsd  t9  be  a  compound  of  thefe  three  Hebrew  words,  Kol 
Pi  7«i,  TZr  voice  oftbi  moutb  of  the  Lord.  Thus  he  men- 
tions the  Lord,  the  Voice  of  the  mouth  of  the  Lord,  and  the 
Spirit  •• 
Locd  Monboddo  has  obferved,  that  *'  at  this  da  j  the  doc- 

*  trine  of  the  three  perfons  of  the  deity  in  one  fubftance  \& 
^  an  eflentiat  part  of  the  creed  of  the  Brahmins,"  and  that, 
**  diej  caH  diefe  perfbna  by  the  lame  names,  that  we  do, 

*  ibt  Father^  the  Son^  and  the  Holy  Gbojl.  The  firft,"*  he 
adds,  **  in  dieir  language  is  Rama^  the  fecond  Vifnou^  and 
"  the  third  Crifka.  This  faft  is  told  in  a  French  bode, 
**  written  by  La  Croze,  entitled  Hiftotre  du  Chriftianifin 
^  des  IttdeSy  vol.  a.  book  4.  p.  4?.  And  he  rdatca  it 
^  QpOB  the  credit  of  one  Manuel  Godhino,  a  Portugoeze, 
^  who  was  in  India  in  die  year  1663.     And  I  have  heard 

*  the  fad  attefted  by  an  acquaintance  of  mine,  who  had 

*  been  many  yean  in  India  f ."  It  is  undeniable  that  the 
Brahmins  hold  the  dodrine  of  a  Trinity,  in  a  certain  fenfe. 
The  names,  however,  are  ezpreffed  differently  by  different 
writers.  The  Daniih  Miffionaries  call  the  three  perfons 
ifwen^  JVifcbtmm  and  Biruma.  But  it  does  not  appear  that 
^  Brahmins  really  hold  an  unity  of  fubftance.  For  ac- 
cor^g  to  the  writers  formerly  mentioned,  they  believe  in 
cue  fnpreme  God,  above  thefe  three.  Thus  they  introduce 
a  Brahmin  as  faying  ^  "  We  allow  but  one  primary  and 
*'  foveieign  Being,  and  conflantly  pro&is  that  the  great 
^  Triad  of  deities  acknowledge  him  for  their  fov^eiga 
•  Lord  and  Maftcr  J."     As  they  hold,  however,  that  thefe 

three 
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three  were  produced  bj  him,  it  is  probabk  that  their  Tri- 
nitj  is  a  corropcioo  of  the  original  dodrine.  Thej  have 
man  J-  inferior  deities*  But  they  afiert,  that  they  are  all 
the  vicegerents  of  the  V^riad  *• 

It  is  not  meant  to  defend  the  ideas  of  the  diftrent  hea* 
then  nations  on  this  fubjcd,  or  to  aflert  that  they  agreed 
with  Chriilians  in  their  dodxine  of  a  Trinity.  Bm  thefe 
things  are  mentioned,  to  (hew  that  this  dodrine  was  much 
older  than  Plato ;  nay,  that  there  was  ibmething  like  a  ge« 
neral  notion  of  a  Ti^ty  even  among  the  Gentiles.  And 
we  cannot  rationally  fnppofe  that  thb  opinion,  in  which 
nations  io  remote,  both  as  to  time  and  fituation,  agreed, 
could  originate  from  mere  chance.  It  is  much  more  rea- 
(boable  to  think  that  it  fprung  from  fome  ancient  tradi- 
tion. Indeed,  Produs  ezpreisly  declares  that  it  was  h%wm- 
^aiiki  6«^oyi«,  **  a  Theology  of  divine  tradition,**  or  ^  revo* 
^Jation."  Were  it  necellary,  it  might  eafily  be 'proved^ 
that  great  part  of  the  learning  of  the  heathen  was  derived,  ei- 
ther  from  ancient  tradition,  or  firom  revelation ;  and  pardU 
cularly,  that  dieir  mythology  was  in  general  merely  a  cor^ 
ruption  of  facred  hiflory  f. 


CHAP.     III. 

Of  the  Perfonaliiy  afcribed  to  the  Logos  by  Phih  ;  and  of 
the  Unitarian  Doflrint  of  Occqfional  PerfonaUty. 

AS  the  Dodor  finds,  evenrafter  a  re -examination  of  Philo, 
that  it  cannot  be  denied  that  he  makes  the  Logos  aper- 
fon,  he  dcvifes  a  new  folution  of  the  difficulty,  in  hb  His- 
tory 

•  Ibid. 

f  Vid.  Bocharti  Phileg  ct  Canaan,  Cudworth*s  Intelledual  Syftem, 
Gtlc*s  Court  of  the  Gentiles,  Millar's  Fropafttioo  of  Chriftianity,  and 
Banier*s  Mjthology. 
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tsxTf  '<£  Earlj  Opinions.     He  had  formerl j  left  the  ortho- 
dox  to  make  the  mod  of  Philo,  after  fligmatifing  him  as  a 
Flatonift.     But  having  difcovered,  which  is  more  than  has 
been  difcovered  in  former  ages,  that  "  the  Platonifis  them- 
*^  felves  proceeded  no  further  xhan   to  what  may  he  called 
a  ftrongly  figurative  perfonification  pf  the  divine  intel- 
led  ;**  he  ezpeds  to  deprive  hb  opponents  even  of  the  , 
little  fervice  that  Philo  might  have  done  them.     He  for- 
merly obfervedy  that  *'  Plato,  according  to  Ladantius,  gave 
^  the  name  of  a  fecond  God'*  to  the  Logos,  ''  faying,  The 
''  Lord  and  Maker  of  the  univerfe,   whom  we  juftly  call 
**'  God,  made  a  fecond  God,  vifibU  ^vAftnfihlt  f."     How- 
ever, matters  are  fo  changed,  that  the  Logos  merely  ^*  con- 
*^  fiitotes  what   they  (the  Platonifts)  called  the  intelligible 
''  world,   or  the  world  to  be  perceived  by  the  mind,  and 
*  noi  by  the  fenfes  %:* 

But,  even  on  this  ground,  the  learned  gentleman  cannot 
agree  with  himfelf.  For  in  the  courfe  of  forty-eight  pages 
he  quits  his  fecond  theory,  and  returns  to  xhefrfl ;  becaufe 
he  finds  it  more  fuitable  to  his  prefent  purpofe.  This  is 
to  fhew  that  the  Chriftian  fathers  "  obflinately  held  to  the 
"  dodrine  of  Chrift  being  nothing  more  than  the  Logos,  or 
"  the  proper  reafon^  wifdom^  or  power ^  of  the  Father  ;"  left 
ihey  fhould  feem  to  the  lower  people  to  introduce  another 
God.  He  contrafts  their  condud  with  that  of  the  Plato- 
nifts.  They,  he  fays,  "  had  no  difficulty  at  all  on  this  ac- 
"  count,  as  they  had  no  meafures  to  keep  with  unitarians, 
'*  but  rather  wifhed  to  ftand  well  with  thofe  who  held  a 
"  multiplicity  of  Gods.  They,  therefore,  never  pretended 
to  believe  that  their  three  principles  were  one,  or  refolva- 
ble  into  one  §•"  Here  he  is  fo  certain  of  the  faft,  that 
be  afligns  a  reafon  for  it. 

But 

•  Vol.  ii.  p.  1.  I  Hift.  of  Corrupt  voL  i.  p.  2p. 
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But  as  PlatoTs  "  vifible  and  fenfibk  bdng*'  is  f <»r  a  time 
metamor^ofai  into  one  **  not  perceived  by  the  fenfes  ;** 
Fhilo*s  pirfon  fkow  appears  to  he  only  an  occafional  one. 
The  HoEtxxr  grants,  that  **  ti  Philo,  we  find  fomething 
^  more  nearly  ap{Mroacfaing  to  a  real  perfbnification  of  the 
^'  Logos,**  than  in  d^e  .writings  of  the  Flatonifis.  Their 
Logos,  being  only  **  a  ftrongly  figurative  perfonification,'* 
is  deprived  of  perfonality  altogether.  But  becaufe  Philo 
^*  approaches  more  nearly  to  a  real  perfooification/'  fome- 
thing more  is  allowed  to  his,  ss  it  is  a  ftep  nearer  to  real 
exifience.  An  occafional  eziftence  is  afcribed  to  it.  **  He 
did  not  like  them  (the  Platonifing  Chriftians)  make  a 
permtmnU  tnteOigent  per/on  of  the  Divine  Logoi^  he  made 
^*  an  occafional  one  of  it,  ottking  it  the  yifibje  medium  of 
<*  all  the  communications  of  God  tp  man,  that  by  which 
*^  he  both  made  the  world,  and  alfo  converied  witl^  the  pa- 
**  triarchs  of  the  Old  Teftament  *.• '  It  is  then  g^ted 
that  Philo  really  made  a  per/on  of  the  Logo^.  This  is  {q 
far  good.  However,  the  word  occafional  is  thrown  in,  to 
deprive  this  conceflion  of  all  its  weight.  But  hath  Philo 
himfelf  faid,  that  he  confidered  the  Logos  a^  an  occafional 
perfon  only  ?  The  Doctor  does  not  afiTert  this.  He  only 
infers  it.  Now  the  premifes,  from  which  he  forms  fo  ex- 
traordinary a  conclufion,  muft  certainly  be  very  clear. 
Hath  Philo  faid,  that  this  Logos,  after  being  emitted  bj 
God  is  again  abforbed  ?  No !  Hath  he  faid,  that  he  hath 
a  periftiable  exiftence  ?  The  very  contrary.  For  he  calU 
him  the  "  eternal  Logos, — of  necefiity  immortal."  What 
then?  Philo,  when  declaring  the  faith  of  the  ancient 
church  with  refped  to  the  Logos,  happens  to  exprels  him- 
felf thus :  "  This  world  of  ideas  has  no  place  but  the  Di- 

"  vine 

*  £tr.  Opiik  vol.  ii.  p.  3. 
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**  vine  Logos  which  difpoln  all  things  *."  The  Doc- 
tor adds,  ^*  la  another  paflage  alfo,  fpeaking  of  the  dif- 
^  fiexent  fignificatioos  of  place^  he  fajs,  that '  one  of  them 
*  is  the  divine  Logos,  the  whc^  of  which  God  himfelf 
*has  filled  vritb  incorporeal  powers.'  In  this  place 
**  the  Logos  is  evidently  nothing  more  than  the  divine 
^  mind  it&i^  or  the  feat  of  his  ideas  f ."  Although  Or 
P.  oonld  clearly  Ihew  that  Philo  in  fome  inftances  ufes  the 
teim  Id^ot  as  merely  fignifying  the  divine  mind,  it  would 
not  amooat  to  a  proof  that  he  never  ufes  it  as  the  name  of 
a  proper  peribn.  Bot  the  oonne&ioa  and  firofiure  of  the 
fiift  paffage,  afford  ieveral  ftrong  prefamptions,  that  even 
here  a  perfoQ  is  meant.  For  as  Philo,  when  elfewhere  de« 
feribing  the  fenfible  world,  calls  it  the  younger  fon  of  God, 
as  contradiftingaiflied  from  the  Logos,  whom  he  calls  the 
elder  tf  he  ufes  the  (ame  language  here.  .  He  alfoafcribet 
the  fame  work  to  the  Logos,  as  in  another  place  to  that 
aeadve  power  which,  according  to  his  idea,  attends  him 
who  is;  affirming  that  he  **  adorned  the  univerfe  ||."  Even 
here  he  declares,  that  the  Logos  is  *'  the  power  which 
•*  made  the  world."  When  he  adds  that  this  power  "  hath 
•*  its  fonrce  with  the  true  good,"  he  certainly  intends  to  di** 
ftinguifli  the  Logos  from  the  Father.  Why  does  he  fpeak 
of  fource^  unleis  he  mean  to  exprefs  perfooal  derivation  ^ 
Can  ^  the  divine  mind"  be  faid  to  have  a  fourct  in  any 
fimfe.     The  Do&or  certainly  mifunderitandi  that  fentence, 

in 

*  Ot»)'  •  fK  t^^  thmf   MoCfAOi  ttXXtf  to  tyjn  totov,  19  T«f  litov  A«* 
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in  which  he  makes  Philo  faj,  *^  'Eot  what  other  proper 
**  place  can  there  be  to  receive,  and  contain,  not  only  all 
**  ideas,  but  even  a  fingle  idea  ?*'  In  this  ientence  Philo 
does  not  fpeak  of  ideas ^  but  of  fiowp^s,. 

But  as  our  author  undoubtedly  views  both  the  paflages 
quoted  in  the  fame  fenfe,  and  the  latter,  indeed,  as  moft 
clearly  refpefting  **  the  divine  mind,"  by  it^wc  may  cer- 
tainly judge  of  the  meaning  of  the  former.  From  the  con* 
nexion  it  evidently  appears  that  Dr  P.  has  groisly  mif- 
applied  it.  Giving  the  different  fignificatioiis  of  place.  Phi* 
lo  fays :  *'  It  is  underilood  in  a  threefold  fenfe.  Firft,  if, 
**  denotes  Jpace^  which  is  filled  with  bodies.  Secondly,  the 
**  divine  Logos,  whom  God  himfelf  has  completely  fillec}' 
*^  Vith  incorporeal  powers.  But  in  a  third  fenfe,  Grod 
^  himfelf  is  called  ph^e^  becaufe  he  comprehends  al|,  an4 

is  fully  comprehended  by  none,  and  becapfe  he  is  hi§ 

own  fpace,  containing  himfelf,  and  filled  by  himfelf  a-: 
"  lone  •."  Here  he  dearly  diilinguiflies  God  from  his  Lo-. 
gos  ;  and  therefore,  by  the  latter  term  does  not  mean  **  the 
**  divine  mind  itfelf/'  but  a  diftinft  perlbn  from  (lim  whq 
is  here  called  God. 

From  this  paiTage  we  alfo  learn,  in  what  fenfe  he  fays, 
**  The  world  of  ideas  con/d  Jban^e  no  other  place  but  the 
"  divine  Logos.  For  what  other  place  could  there  be  tq 
**  receive  and  contain,  I  fay  not,  all  his  powers^  but  even 
**  a  fingle  one  ?"  He  plainly  means  to  exhibit  the  Logo^ 
as  infinite ;  and,  in  contradiilinflion  to  every  creature,   as 

alone 

frf«'>i](«>fxEn|.  ttxTcc  ^svTf^AV   ^1  r^6irof,  o  iuo^  ^7*f,  ^*  ixirtTrXn^ttxtf 
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alone  capable  of  coDtainiiog  all  the  ideas,  and  all  the  powers 
of  the  Father. 

Is  it  any  argnment  againft  Philo,  that  he  calls  the  Logos 
M  the  image  of  God  ?"  Does  not  the  infpired  writer  to 
the  Hebrews  do  the  iame  ?  Who  u  the  txpnfs  image  of  bis 
pirfim^  di.  i.  3.  Making  allowance  for  the  impcrfedion 
of  tynrj  metaphor  tiCed  on  this  fubjed^  there  is  not  one 
paffiige  produced  by  the  Dodor,  but  might  eafily  be  pro- 
ved to  apply  to  the  Logos  as  a  perfon.  He  ieenis  really 
CQOvinced  of  this  himfelf.  And  for  this  reafon  has  he  pro- 
duced his  new  theory  of  occaiional  perfonality. 

But  have  we  yet  found  any  thbg  from  which  our  Au- 
dyNT  had  reafon  to  infer,  that  Pbilo  believed  that  the  Logos 
was  an  occafional  perfon  ?  Not  a  ihadow  of  proof.  There- 
fore he  calls  in  the  affiflance  of  his  corps  de  referve^  his  for- 
lorn hope,  bold  fbppofition.  ''  It  might  be  imagined,"  he 
iays,  **  that  the  Divine  Being,  by  the  emiilion  of  this 
*^  Logos  in  fofubftantial  a  form,  would  be  deprived  of  fome 
«<  of  his  power ;  but  to  this  Philo  would  probably  have  re- 
^  plied,  that  this/econd  God  was  only  like  a  lamp  lighted  at 
^  the  original  fountain  of  light,  which  did  not  diminifh  its 
**  fubftance  or  fplendor. — Or  he  might  have  fuppofed  that 
^  the  lois  fufiained  by  the  emiffion  of  the  Logos  was  only 
"  temporary,  becaufe  he  thought  that  the  emiffion  of  the 
**  Logos  only  refembled  the  emifTion  of  light  from  the  fun 
**  which  was  afterwards  drawn  into  its  fource  again  ♦." 
All  that  this  requires  is  a  Spartan  anfwer.  Probably! 
Might  ! 

A  great  variety  of  pafTages  might  be  produced,  which 
clearly  prove  that,  although  Philo  could  have  formed  the 
wild  idea  of  occafional  perfonality,  he  could  not  have 
thought  of  afcribing  it  to  the  Logos,  as  being  totally  irre- 

VoL*  I.  C  concileable 
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concileable  to  his  other  afcriptions.  Farticularlj,  as  he  re* 
prefehts  him  as  the  manager  of  the  world,  and  of  all  things 
in  it,  and  as  the  vicegerent  of  God,  it  b  abfolntely  incon- 
ceivable that  he  coald  confider  him  as  only  occafionally  e- 
mitted.  Illuftrating  thefe  words,  7be  Lord  is  my  Jbepberdf 
he  fays  \  '*  God  governs  all  this  univerfe  as  a  fhepherd  gd^ 
f'  verns  his  flock,  or  a  king  his  people ;  over-ruling  and 
*^  managing  the  earth,  water,  air  and  fire,  and  whatever 
*^'any  of  thefe  contains,  whether  vegetables  or  animaky 
*'  things  mortal  or  fpiritual ;  particularly,  the  ordinances  of 
V  heaven,  the  revolutions  of  the  fun  and  moon,  and  the 
'^changes  and  orderly  movements  of  the  other  ftan :  all 
*^  thefe  does  God  govern  according  to  the  llrifieft  juftic^t 
f  *  having  fet  over  them  his  righteous  Logos,  his  firft  begot* 
ten  Son,  who  takes  the  charge  of  this  facred  flock^as 
the  vicegerent  of  the  great  king.  Therefore  it  is  faid« 
"  Behold^  I  fend  mine  Angel  before  tbee^  to  keep  thet  in  tht 
♦*  way*r 

Dcfcribing  the  great  revolutions  of  ftates  and  empires, 
and  the  changes  that  take  place  in  the  world'in  general,  he 
fays,  '^  Is  it  not  like  a  fhip  toiTed  hither  and  thither  on  the 
"  waves  of  the  fea,  now  by  prorperous,  and  then  by  ad* 
*•  verfe  winds?  Kor  the  Word  of  God,  which  the  multi- 
tude call  Fortune,  dances  on  the  globe.  Thence,  being 
conflantly  in  motion  through  cities,  and  nations,  and  coiiA* 
tries,  he  fupports  fome  with  the  tilings  that  belong  to  o- 

•*  thers, 

y^atih  (pu^k^yxen  }}A»v  xai  0-f^i|ri}f  ^n^ioJtf^^  xa%xvii  «A^««»  a9Tf^«»  r^ 
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**  theTs»  sm4  all  with  what  is  provided  for  all,  only  chan- 
^  ging  bis  condud  at  dififerent  times  :  that  the  whole  world 
^  may  be  managed  as  one  city,  accordiog  to  the  beil  form 
'*  gf  democratical  govemmeat  *." 

But  why  fhould  I  multiply  •  evidence  ?  Philo,  by  a 
$ngle  flroke  of  his  pencil,  exhibits  his  fubjed  in  fuch  a  light, 
as  mofi  for  ever  expofe  to  ridicule  the  intruded  monfter  of 
9Ccafi<MiaI  perfonality.  When  accounting  for  the  duration 
of  things  created,  be  afcribes  it  to  their  being  '<  framed  by 
*<  hua  who  xem^ins,  and  who  is  never  in  any  refpeft 
^  dianged,  the  divine  Logos  f . 

However,  adtbough  in  the  firft  chapter  this  is  only  aflu- 
pied  as  the  opinion  of  Philo,  by  the  time  that  the  Do6lor  ad« 
vances  fo  iaii  as  the  fecond,  it  is  confidered  as  proved. 
^  The  principles  of  Philo  have  been  explained  aboy^ ,  viz* 
**  that  the  Divine  Logos  could  aflume  occqfional  perfonality 
'*  to  anfwer  particular  purpofes,  and  then  be  seftorcd  into 
*'  the  Divine  Being  again  ^.'*  However  fceptical  the  Doflor 
is  as  to  any  proof  produced  againft  his  own  opinions,  there 
is  no  man  more  eafy  to  deal  with  on  this  head,  when  he  has 
bimfelf  ^*  particular  puipofes  to  anfwer."  Although  it 
were  gra|}te4»  as  it  is  not,  that,  in  the  parages  mentioned, 
Philo  fpeaks  of  the  Logos  in  fuch  a  manner  as  will  not  ap- 
ply to  a  perfon  ;  there  woujLd  be  a  manifeft  fophifm  in  the 
fiODclufion.     The  argument  fairly  Aated  is  plainly  this  ^ 

C  2  "  He 


*  Xf^fvii  yaf  f *  xvxXa  Xoyo^  o  Siieci  *»  ot  croXXei  rciv  mtipoifof  •»•* 
fta^wff'i  TV^n*  '  fira  att  ftot  n.arx  vo\n(  nat  t^ifn  xan  ^ofa(,T»  aXXov  ah' 
liOKr  Kflci  itecff"!  rtt  ^avTOf  tnvtfitt,  ^potois  avT9  fiovov  ccXX«rrovra  ir»f* 
«x«r»ic '  iv«  Of  /urn  iroXfi;  H  •i»v/«4vif  wma-m  rnw  mptrnw  iroXirii»v  ^yn  in 
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fhC  «»  'Ue;r?  2t  lis  n-aJIffagr  'datt  3r  ^k  leaft 

>-.'•'  i*';  «;,j  jnniiS:/  £:«•  ii  ?    Tbe  £ 

<vi>?/  tt^'X*  fof  ;%  tbaa  li*  ezrrane  uixicrr  to 
f^it'Saa  itu  ^^yi^Jion  ca  as  iz,ii:cr  to  vbom  it 
f^tu^.ilj  impu^td^  ind  who  tts  in  &3  giTca 
(iv?  t^'^  \myu*jixvjn*  The  Dodcr  docs  ncc  nKstion  tins 
*0ytU^/n  in  h\\  HiHorj  cf  Cormptions.  But,  in  oqpfe* 
<;iK^fiice  of  rr&iLy''i»l  isvefiigatioD,  haviDg  di&oveird  tint 
*^  Mairc<liu»  of  Ancjra,  and  other  learned  Chriftuas,  wbo 
**  tvrre  pToptT]j  enough  ranked  among  Unxtarisiis,**  em* 
Xn^AfA-A  fhb  idesi ;  and  finding  that  the  idea  itfelf  mmj  be 
di|^nir)<!d  with  the  high-founding  title  of  PhihfopUaJ  Umi* 
turianijm  ";  he,  in.thii  treatife,  afliers  it  in  on  difiemitoc- 

cmfioos. 
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cafions.  It  isy  indeed,  a  yery  u&ful  notion.  For  an  ati« 
(hor,  with  this  philofophical  weapon  in  his  hand,  may  at 
one  blow  for  ever  filence  any  being,  of  ivhatfoever  order, 
who  prefumptuoofly  rifes  up  as  a  witnels  againft  what  are 
tailed  unitarian  principles.     It  is  the  very  malleus ^ei. 

But  where  is  our  author's  authority  for  fuppofing  fu(;h 
a  mode  of  eziftence  ?  Sure  we  are,  this  opinion  hath  no 
foundatidn  iii  the  word  of  God.  For  on  the  feventb  day 
God  ended  his  wori,  as  to  the  formation  of  any  new  orders 
of  beings.  So  anxious  is  Dr  P.  to  reduce  the  Son  of  God 
into  the  rank  of  a  mere  creature,  that  he  will  rather  un* 
iiinge  the  whole  firanie  and  order  of  creation,  than  not  car« 
tj  his  point.  Rather  than  not  deprive  him  of  perfonality, 
he  will  grant  a  fpecies  of  it  totally  unknown  to  the  rule 
of  £uth. 

He  iays  indeed ;  *'  It  could  not  be,  that  upon  this  prin« 
^  dple,  any  new  being  was  introduced.  For  a  mere  power 
**  occafiotially  emitted,  and  then  taken  back  again  into  its 
**  fource,  could  not  come  under  that  defcription  *".  But 
here  is  downright  contradidion  ; — a  mere  power,  and  yet 
even  a  temporary  perfonality.  If  it  may  be  called  a  b^- 
ing,  according  to  this  explanation,  it  deferves  the  name  of 
nrtv  more  than  any  ever  heard  of  before :  for  there  is 
hothing  that  bears  any  refeinblance  to  it,  eitber  in  beaven 
above,  or  in  tbeeartb  beneatb.  A  new  being  it  muft  be.  For 
every  time  that  it  is  "  emitted,"  there  is  a  new  creation  ; 
in  the  (bale  of  being,  one  order,  rather  a  mere  unique  fob- 
fifts,  which,  according  to  the  fuppofition,  had  no  exifience 
before  its  emillion. 

But  although  this  idea  Aiould  have  no  foundation  in  fcrip- 
ture,  it  is  pbUofopbicaL  One  would  think  that  the  ordi« 
iiary,  if  not  the  philofophical,  definition  of  a  perfon  were 

Cj  "  an 

^  Ibid.  p.  48. 


38  Of  occqfional  Perjwaltty  BookL 

**  an  intelligent  being,  or  an  ondividual  of  any  paxti« 
**  cular  order  of  intelligent  beings,  fubfifting  by  itfelfL** 
But  how  does  this  correfpond  to  the  idea  of  one  *'  occafion- 
*'  aUj  emitted  from  the  Divine  Being,  and  drawn  inta 
^*  him  when  the  purpofe  forjivhich  it  hath  been  emitted  19 
'^  smfwered  ?"  For,  according  to  Marcellus,  '*  the  Logos 
''  was  nothing  more  than  a  Divine  power ^  voluntarily  e- 
'*  mitted  by  the  Supreme  Beinig ;  and  though  in  fome  fenfe 
"  detached  from  himfelf,**  yet  "  entirely  dependent  on  him, 
**  ^d  taken  into  himfelf  again  at  pleafure  *J*  Is  a  mere 
power  a  perfon  /  Is  a  principle  a  being  f  Does  fuch  a  fup- 
pofed  power  poiTefs  the  eflential  property  of  a  perfon,  that 
of  ezilling  per  fe,  as  diftind  from  other  perfons  or  beings?  « 
Is  this  philofophical  ?  Of  that  kind  only  which  is  y2ri«ii^« 
falfely  fo  cdtted^  vain  deceit^  ofter  the  traditions  of  men,  and 
not  after  Chrifi.  But  ^*  the  thing  itfelf  is  poi&ble  fer  a 
**  time  f  .'*  So  is  a  Centaur,  So  is  a  mountain  wholly  of 
gold.  Do  they  therefore  exifi  ?  Are  we  to  reafon  from 
what  is  poffible  to  what  is  real  ?  Here  is  the  wifdom  of 
God  in  fuSering  the  wife^  who  by  wifdom  know  not  God^  to 
be  taken  in  their  own  craftinefs.  The  doftrine  of  a  plurality 
of  perfons,  in  one  undivided  eifence,  is  rejeded  as  a  gro& 
abfurdity  ;  blafphemoufly  compared  to  the  ridiculous  Ab»  - 
racadabras  of  the  heathen  X\  fpurned  as  fuppoiing  an  im* 
pofHbility.  Tet  the  man  who  dares  to  ufe  fuch  language 
admits,  not  only  of  a  power  being  occaiionally  converted 
into  a  perfon,  nor  merely  of  a  perfon  exifling  without  the 
efleptial  didinguiihing  property  of  a  perfon,  diflinft  fubfif- 
tence  ;  but  of  one  perfon  exilling  in  another  perfon.  For 
the  Logos  is  only  "  in  fome  fenfe  detached  from"  the  So* 

preme 
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preme  Beings  He  is  flill  *'  nothing  more  than  a  Divine 
"  Power  ;"  but  fuch  a  power  as  "  it  might  have  been  faid, 
^  would  have  been  a  perfon  at  the  cteation  of  the  world  *." 
Thofe  who  deny  the  eternal  generation  of  the  Son,  main- 
tain an  emiiSon  of  their  own,  df  a  temporary  kind.  In- 
ficad  of  a  noceflarj  generation,  they  hold  an  occafional  e« 
miffioiL  With  them  one  eflence  cannot  be  common  to 
more  perfoos  than  one.  Yet  one  .perfon  may  be  the  fub> 
jed  of  a  mnltitode  of  temporary  exigences. 

But,  may  it  be  faid,  is  this  really  Dr  PriefUey's  opinion  ? 
The  Doctor,  indeed;  at  times  exprefles  himfelf  myflically,  in 
conformity  to  thofe  of  whom  he  writes.  He  ufes  language, 
which,  like  the  heathen  oracles,  may  be  interpreted  either 
Wly.  He  deals  greatly  in  fuppofitions  and  probabilities. 
And  this  manner  of  writing  is  very  Convenient.  For  if 
any  thing  be  advanced  in  the  heat  of  controverfy,  that  is 
afterwards  found  untenable,  it  can  eafily  be  retraced.  But  ^ 
yon  have  as  much  certainty  for  this  being  his  opinion,  as 
he  b  pkkfed  to  give  in  many  other  inflances.  He  afcribes 
it  to  **  Marcellus,  and  other  learned  Chriflians,  who  were 
*•  properly  enough  ranked  among  Unitarians  f.**  He  calls 
the  doftrine  Pbilofopbical  Unit  art  anifm.  He  denies  that 
thus  ••  any  nevi:  being  was  introduced  J."  Thus,  it  is 
confifient  with  learning,  with  tJnitarianifm,  with  Philofo- 
phy,  with  the  fyftem  of  creation.  But  this  is  not  all.  He 
exprcfely  fays  -,  "  It  is  even  doubtful,  whether  in  fomc 
«*  cafes  what  are  called  angels,  were  any  thing  more  than  • 
•*  temporary  appearances,  and  no  permanent  beings ;  the 
**  mere  organs  of  the  Deity,  ufqd  for  the  purpofe  of  ma- 
••  king  himfelf  known  and  underftood  by  his  creatures  j|/' 

C4   "  Again, 

•  Vol.  U.  p.  47.  t  '^"^  P-  4^- 

I  ^  Ibid.  p.  48-  •'  ^"^-  ^  P-  ^- 
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Again,  *'  God  fpake  to  the  Patriarchs  either  bj  angels,  or 
*^  feme  temporary  appearance^  which  may  fometinies 
^*  have  been  in  the  form  of  man  *."  Certain  we  are.  the 
Dodor  hath  not  half  fo  well  proved,  that  thb  is  the  opinion  of 
Fhilo,  as  that  it  is  his  own.  But  it  would  not  be  mattter  of 
furprife^  although  it  were  afterwards  found  to  be  onlj  ocea* 
fionally  fo. 

Now,  if  it  be  granted,  that  any  thing  is  fo  **  emitted 
"  from  the  Supreme  Being,"  as  to  have  a  temporary  per- 
fonality,  to  perform  the  aAions  of  a  perfon,  to  ad  and 
fpeak ;  call  it  a  divme  power,  or  what  you  wiH ;  let  it  be, 
with  unparalleled  abfurdity,  denied  that  it  is  a  perfon  ;  ftill 
it  can  go  by  no  other  name,  it  can  fugged  no  other  idea* 
Only,  it  has  this  itngular  property,  that  it  is  identified  in 
another  perfon.  This  is  a  being  of  fuch  a  kind,  that  it 
may  be  a  perfon  at  one  time,  and  not  at  another.  *^  For,** 
Dr  P.  fays,  '*  On  this  fcheme,  the  Logos,  it  might  have 
'*  been  faid,  would  have  been  a  perfon  at  the  creation 
'*  of  the  world  -,  and  again,  wl^n  it  was  employed  in  the 
"  divine  intercourfe  with  the  Patriarchs  f.'*  Here  is  the 
myftery  of  Socinianifm!  the  plurality  and  unky  of  the 
fons  of  Reafon !  Not  three  perfons  in  an  unity  of  ef- 
fence,  but  according  to  the  number  of  the  heavenly  hofis, 
ten  tboufand  times  ten  thou  fond  ezifting  in  one  perfon.  ^  A 
participation  of  the  divine  nature  is  denied  to  the  only  be* 
gotten  Son  of  the  Father,  while,  without  any  hefitation,  alt 
thofe  fom  of  God^  called  Angek^  are  admitted  to  this  ho- 
nour. 

But  our  author  ought  ferioufly  to  confider,  that  thus  he 
hath  virtually  declared  that  he  has  no  objefiion  to  the  doc- 
trine 

*  Vol.  i.  p.  34.  |i  Vol.  ii.  p.  47. 
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Iriae  of  an  occafiond  plurality.  Now,  it  will  be  difficult 
fer  him  to  (how,  that  what  is  ia  the  divine  nature  at  one 
mnCy  may  not  be  at  another,  naj,  is  not  always.  For 
wttfa  God  there  it  no  variahlenefs*  He  ought  to  confider, 
that  no  Trinitarian  maintainSy  that  one  perfon  is  properlj 
iitf Iff  ftfrf  from  another,  £bu:  leis  from  '*  the  Supreme  Being  :'* 
and  tbat  the  great  difference  between  this  unitarian  plu« 
rality  and  ours,  is,  that  according  to  the  latter,  one  perfon 
ii  efleiitiallj  in  another,  (John  xiv.  10,  11.)  yet  fo  as  to 
retain  diftinftion  of  perfonality  \  but  according  to  the  for- 
Bier,  one  perfon  is  fo  in  another,  as  at  times  totally  to  loie 
this.  Is  the  one  dofirine  more  demonifarable  from  reafon, 
•r  fixMn  analogy,  than  the  other  ?  It  is  no  contradiftion  to 
leaibn,  that  three  perfons  ihould  peripanently  fubfift  in  one 
eflEence :  bnt  it  certainly  is  a  contradiftion,  that  the  nature, 
which  is  pfaiiul  to-day,  ihould  be  fingular  to-morrow. 


C  H  A  P.    IV. 

Of  tbt  DoBfine  of  Pbilo  concerning  Angels. — Whether  he 
confidered  the  Logos  as  the  future  Mefjiah  ? 

THE  Do£tor,  having  fo  well  proved,  that  Philo  allows 
only  an  occafional  perfonality  to  the  Logos,  infers, 
tibat  he  afcribes  no  other  kind  of  perfonality  to  angels.  *  Ac- 
cording to  Philo/  it  is  faid,  *'  Angek  are  nothing  more  than 
"  this  divine  Logos  ;'  fo  that  be  could  not  confider  them  as 
'  having  a  permanent  being/  Speaking  of  Hagar,  he  fays, 
*■  She  vras  met  by  an  Angel,  which  is  the  Logos  of  God  ♦/ 
'  Treating  of  the  migration  of  Abraham,  he  fays,  "  He 

"  that 

^  im/jt$t9Jt  /f ,  rii  pravraf  avrn  myrtXif  9(iof  hoyot,  a  xjf^  Tapaitfcorrx, 
&c.  De  Frofugis,  p.  351.  tp.  AuA.  45 1. 
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«  tbat  foDowB  God  tenft  of  neoeflity  anloe  «fe  of  the  at« 
«  tending  k^oif  wfaidi  are  commoolj  calkd  ngcb  *.^     It 
cleari  J  ihewi  how  Cuipihie  our  lathor  b»  as  to  the  actide 
ef  eridcxioey  that  he  ean  make  fixh  an  infcitaLe  from  the 
firft  of  dkie  paflaget.     It  maj,  indeed,  he  infaieil  from 
kf  that  in  the  opinioa  of  Philo,  the  Wocd.  of  God  mi|^ 
be  cdled  an  oM^ei,  from  his  being  emplojred  m  a  mufim* 
gtr  :  And  this  is  believed  bj  all  trne  ChrifliaK.     Bat  will 
any  sian«  but  one  determined  to  force  pfoof  where  he  can- 
not find  it,  dience  ooadude,  that  acconling  to  PfaSo^  ereij 
angel  dkight  be  called  the  Word  of  God  ?  When  that  an- 
dent  writer  caOs  angek  lo^i^  it  is  evident  that  he  does  i^ 
merelj  in  an  oocafiooal  waj.    He  indulges  himfrif  in  n 
commutation  of  the  names.    He  calls  the  Logos  an  magdi 
not  as  if  he  imagined  that  he  was  a  creature,  for  he  o6eB 
aflerts  the  contrary^  hot  becanfe  the  Logos  aSied  in  the  re« 
lation  of  an  angel  or  meffenger  to  him  who  b  onbegotten. 
In  like  manner,  he  calls  the  angels  logfu^  not  as  apprchend^^ 
iog  that  thej  were  eternal  and  oncreated,  like  the  Logos; 
but,  as  would  feem,  from  their  being  occafionallj  his  at« 
tendants  in  his  important  embaf&es,  and  being  fomedmes 
employed  in  the  fame  work,  though  in  an  inferior  charac- 
ter.    Accordingly  it  is  evident,  that  in  the  paflage  quoted, 
Philo  refers  to  the  circumfiance  of  angels  being  in  company 
widi  the  Logos,  when  he  appeared  to  Abr^am  at  the  door 
of  his  tent.     For  he  immediatdy  adds  :  *'  Thence  it  is  (aid 
••  that  Abraham  went  forth  to  bring  them  on  their  \oaj  f  .*• 
In  another    place  he  teaches  that  God  who  fpake  to  Abra* 
ham,  on  this  occafion,  was  the  Word  t*  He  ^ves  no  hint  that 
angeb  were  commonly  known  by  the  name  of  logoi  \  but  . 

iay% 

•  Vol.  ii.  p.  1 6, 17. 

f  Dc  Migntlone  Abnham.  p«  314.  D.  E« 

\  Leg.  AllejoT.  p.  77. 
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fcjSy  on  the  contrary,  that  thofe  wh«m  he  called  hgoi  were 
commonlj  called  angeb ;  plainly  enough  intimating^  that  j 
he  was  fingnlar  in  this  ufe  of  the  defignation. 

The  proceis  of  our  author's  reafoning  is  very  uncommon. 
Philo  occafionally  ufes  the  term  hgos^  when  it  does  not 
lignify  a  perfon ;  therefore,  he  confidered  the  logos  as  an 
occafional  perfon  only.  He  occafionally  calls  the  an* 
geb  logfd ;  therefore,  he  viewed  them  alfo  as  merely 
oocafional  beings,  and  as  *' nothing  more  than  this  divine 
**  Logos."  Bnt  it  is  truly  aftonilhing  that  Dr  P.,  in  order 
to  fopport  an  abfurd  hypothefis,  (hould  urge  the  vague  and 
fingnlar  ufe  of  one  term,  in  direA  oppofition  to  the  well 
known  fentiments  of  the  author,  as  difplayed  in  a  great 
variety  of  paflages.  Nothing  can  be  more  evident,  than 
that  Philo  confidered  angels  as  permanent  beings.  There- 
fore be  calls  them  animals.  ''^The  firil  diviiion  of  ani* 
^  mab,'*  he  &ys,  '^is  into  irrational  and  rational.  But  the 
^  rational  is  again  divided  into  the  mortal  and  immortal 
*'  kinds ;  the  mortal  that  of  men,  but  the  immortal  that  of 
^  difembodied  fpirits,  which  are  employed  in  the  air,  and 
*^  in  heaven.  Thefe  are  free  of  fin,  having  an  immortal 
^  and  happj  X^tfrom  the  beginnings  as  not  being  conne&ed 
*^  with  the  body,  the  habitation  of  mifery  *."  Speaking 
of  the  death  of  Abraham,  he  fays  -,  '*  For  Abraham  ha- 
**  ving  left  the  date  of  mortality,  is  joined  to  the  people  of 
**  God,  enjoying  immortality,  being  made  like  unto  the 

"  angels. 

*  R  fg.rf  fv^ic  Tfi»y  ^otfv,  fic  ri  a\»yvi  iicci  \oyt%nt  fioifmv  ivavria^  a\- 
>JtXmi^  f r^«6«  re  crpcirev-  «  It  av  xo^ikji  crcXiv,  iic  rt  T9  f  Saprov  %ai  a6a« 
MCTW  fi/oc  f docprov  fi%Tf  r«  avt^aravt  «f6aproT  It  ro  >^v^uf  ttrofAarctw, 
Ci  MMTa  rt  atfa  luii  vparev  vipiroAvri  xa%mc  It  a.fi.tto^ti  fitv  ticit  «t#- 
Tffs,  T«y  ax^ftirov  nm  tulmtf^ovti  xXnfOv  f{  ^fX^^  Xa^M^ai,  k«i  ttt  rv/4- 
f^  9  Mvfvvrcrv  v»  pv/i9cfra«  ;t^fftf  ry/itiTt*  De  ConfuQone  Linsuai. 
p.  270,  £.  F. 
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**  angds.  For  the  aagek  are  the  armj  of  God,  iscorpo^ 
'*  real  and  blefled  foob  *."  Does  he  mean  that  the  ioul 
of  Abraham  was  abforbed  in  the  divine  effence  ? 

Our  author  further  objeds  to  the  evidence  of  Philo,  that 
*'  ht  was  hx  from  imagining  that  the  Logos  had  anj  more 
**  relation  to  the  Meffiah,  than  to  an j  other  pr<q>h'et  f  •'* 
But  perhaps  Dr  P.  has  not  obferved  that  Philo  calls  him 
tbe  Man  o/God^  fajingy  *'  How  can  it  be  that  ye  ihould 
*'  not  hate  war  and  love  peace,  who  acknowledge  ohe  and  the 
*'  fisime  Father,  not  mortal  but  immortal,  even  the  Man  of 
^  God ;  whO|  becaufe  he  is  the  Word  of  him  who  is  eter- 
'<  nal,  is  alfo  neceflarily  immortal  {•"  When  he  after- 
wards calls  him  ^  the  firft-begotten  and  moft  lacred  Word," 
he  evidently  fpeaks  of  him  with  refpeA  to  his  incamatioii 
and  chara3er  as  Mefliah.  For  he  declares  that  htis  ^^  the 
'*  man  according  to  the  image"  of  God,  and  *'  the  See^ 
**  of  Ifraeh"  The  whole  paflage  deferves  our  attention. 
'*  If  any  one  be  not  worthy  to  be  called  the  fon  of  God, 
**  ftrive  to  be  conformed  to  his  firft-begotten  Word,  the 
^  moft  ancient  Angel,  exifting  as  the  Archangel  of  many 
^  names.  For  he  b  called  the  Beginning,  and  the  Name 
'*  of  God,  and  the  Word,  and  the  Man  according  to  the 
••  image,  and  the  Seer  of  Ifrael.  Therefore,  I  have,  i 
''  little  above,  praifed  the  principles  of  thofe  who  fay,  Wk 
**  an  all  tbe  Jons  of  one  man.     For  if  we  are  not  yet  bc- 


« 


come 


*  Af  yap  ACpaaft  tnxtrav  ra  ^mra,  vffTthrai  rci  6fv  Xao,  xaf- 
W^fitvoc  afBapa-tat,  tcof  ayfiXoif  ytyovaf  ayfiket  yap  rparof  fin  Olv» 
mvoftarot  xat  cvJ'ai/uoTic  ^v^i.  De  SacrificOs  Abelis  tl  Cuni,  p.  ibf ,' 
2oa. 

t  Vol.  ii.  p.  17. 

^Mr;gt^«irfiy,  ni^qniv  )f  aym^mp,  um  atai  top  «vt»»  tmryry^mfiftMm  flna* 
Ufttynfii  x«t  ttv7o(  If iv  a^^a^u     S)c  ConfuC  p.  255.  C« 
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^  come  fit  to  be  called  the  fons  ot  God,  let  tis  be  fo  at 

<*  leaft  of  his  eternal  Image,  the  moil  facred  Word.    For 

**  the  Image  of  God  is  that  moft  ancient  Word.    And  in« 

**  deed,  in  many  places  of  the  law,  the  hearers  of  this  Seer 

**  are  aUb  called  Sons  of  Ifrad^  for  as  much  as  hearing  is 

^  aocoonted  inferior  to  feeing,  and  he  who  b  taught  always 

^  hdds  the  fec<^d  place  in  relation  to  him  who  perceives 

"  the  exaft  forms  of  fubjeds  without  any  previous  inftruc- 

^  tioa  *.**    No  one  can  doubt  that  he  fpeaks  of  a  real 

perfbn.     There  is  as  little  reafon.  to  deny  that  he  afcribes 

divine  charaders  to  him»  and  yet  declares  him  to  be  a  mef- 

fenger.     He  calls  him  an  Angela  and  yet  the  Name  of  God ; 

a  Man^  and  ytx.  the  Beginnings  the  eternal  Image.     He  evi-^ 

dently  views  him  as  the  perpetual  Prophet  of  the  Church» 

and  the  true  IfraeL     He  alfo  applies  thefe  words  to  the 

Logos ;  Beholdf  the  man  whofe  name  is  the  Branch,  Zech.^ 

vi.  12.  rendering  them,  according  to  the  Septuagint,  whofe 

name   is  Aiaroxn,  the  Rifng  Sun.    Juftin    ufes  the  term 

in  the  fame  fenfe.    I  need  not  &y  that  he  underfiands  it 

of  Chrift  6. 

We 

^t9i^;xf,  «ir»^^i  K6ff^%%9^xi  nixroL  f9  v^ftrroyovoir  av)tf  ^•7ei'>  tov 
cyytXoy  «^f^trra)«»y  *r$  «^;^«77fAof  ««Av*irv/xov  vxa^j(9i\a,  K«i 
y%^  a^X^9  '^^   •vofie   dui,  k»i   Ao^o;,  »««  o  KotV  ttxova  acv$^afiros,  ^f 

y«#  II  fAnirtf  «x«>«<  Su^  -jrxthi  9CfAt^*a6xt  7fy«»a/xff,  «AA«  T0<  td$  ai^tt/ 
iutetof  «evT(f  A«yi  ru  n^ttnalv,  Qm  y«^  fixMr,  >oyo$  •  T^ia^vrctVf. 
Km  xcXXa;^cu  {jLtfTdi  mf  fOfAoitTiecf  viti  irtfAii  Ir^atfA  xaA«/>rcu  r»  o. 
^^vTo^  ••  flu«09ri$y  in^ilii  f(iO'  •^«0'»»  fluesq  ^jt;Ti^«ic<$  itrfMfirai^  xoi  r« 
hiaaitCfjLitow  tb  X*'^^  vpnyncWf  i*ec^yng  rvrotf  rom  vr^nUfAtw*  A«^« 
C«7«rrc$  atu  hvrt ^of.     De  CodFuS.   LlDg.  p.  267  • 

f  D»L  p.  317.  334. 
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We  ooimot  underftand  the  following  words,  withpnt  fup^ 
pofing  that  Philo  believed  that  the  Logos  would  b^  incar- 
nate. *'  There  ^re,  as  appears  to  me,  two  temples  of 
'*  God  i  the  one,  indeed,  is  this  world,  in  which  the  High* 
<'  prieit  is  hb  firft-begotten  divine  Word*  But  the  other 
''  is  the  rational  foul,  of  which  he  is  Priefi,'who  is  tro^ 
*^  man,  of  whom  the  fenfible  image  is  he,  who,  according 
*'  to  the  cuiloms  of  our  fathers,  offers  up  prajers  and  facri* 
f<  fices  •."  Here  he  undoubtedly  views  the  Jeivifii  high- 
priefl  as  merely  a  type  of  the  Logos  in  this  charafter. 

I  have  npt  obferved,  that  Philo  any  where  ufes  the  word 
Meffiab  or  Cbrift.  The  neareft  approach  that  he  feems  tp 
make  to  this  mode  of  expreffion,  is  whei^  applying,  to  the 
Logos,  confidered  in  his  (acerdotal  charafler,  what  is  en- 
joined with  refpeA  to  the  manflaycr  continuing  in  the  city 
of  refuge  till  the  death  of  the  high-prieft.  On  this  pccar 
jBon,  he  iays,  that  "  his  head  is  anointed  with  oilf ."  But 
did  not  Philo,  as  well  as  all  the  red  of  his  natipn^  ezpeft 
a  Mefliah  ?  Is  it  not  natur^  to  fuppofe,  that  this  mod  inte- 
reding  fubjedl  would  bf^en  engrois  fo  contemplative  a 
mind  ?  Does  Philo  fo  often  find  the  Logoj  in  the  Old  Tef- 
tament ;  and  could  he  difcern  no  veftige  of  the  Meffiab  / 
The  difficulty  cannot  be  otherwife  folved,  than  by  fuppo* 
fing  that  he  meant  to  defcribe  the  Melliah  under  that  very 
name  which  was  fo  familiar  to  him.  His  ideas  feem  to 
have  been  far  more  fpi  ritual  than  thofe  of  the  reft  of  his 
nation  who  did  not  believe  in  Jefus.     Therefore,  he  might 

think  it  improper  exprelsly  to  call  the  Logos  Meffiab  \  as 

he 

*  Aim  yot.ft-9t'  CfiRiv,  if^  5fv,  iv  fcfv  oit  o  xf^/<0Ci  ty  o  xori  a^^tiftvf  • 
9rfa1oy»v9t  «v7h  d-iio^  koyo(  trtpew  It  Xsyixn  ^^X"*  "^  Mp(vc  eirpo;  «Xi»- 
^ciav  cfi^-^cirov  -  •«  fiiftn/Mt  aiv^^nTot  •  rat  walfttti  (t/;^«;  ti  xat  !^yctac 
irirax&v  iriv-     Dc  Somniis,  p.  463.  F. 

f  K4U  }*«Ti  mr  KtfmXnf  mxAirTM  iA«i««     De  Pf ofugis,  p<  364. 
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ke  ooafidered  him  efpedally  in  a  fpiritual  Ught,  and  knew 
the  deep-rooted  prejudices  of  his  coontrjmen  in  favour  of 
a  temporal  monarchy.  Beiidet,  the  term  Logos  was  br 
mofe  fiiitable  to  the  bent  of  his  genius.  It  afforded  him  a 
pmch  more  ample  field  for  abftraft  fpeculation  and  refined 
aUegocy  ttan  the  other. 

Bat  although  he  does  not  mention  the  name,  we  find 
him  ascribing  all  the  fcriptoral  charaders  of  M effiah  to  the 
Logos.  Feu*  be  deicribes  him  as  an  Angel  or  Meffenger, 
as  a  Seer  or  Prophet,  as  the  true  High-prieft  who  makes 
atonement,  as  the  Mediator  between  God  and  man,  as  the 
Govemor  of  the  world,  as  the  true  Manna,  as  divine  and 
yet  true  man,  &c.  Therefore,  he  mufl  either  have  be* 
li^ved,  that  he,  who  was  known  to  the  ancient  church  as 
the  Logos,  fhoald  at  length  appear  as  Mefliah  ;  or  that  the 
Logos  ihoold  ceafe  to  exercife  any  concern  with  refpeA  to 
the  cbnrch,  and  devolve  all  his  work  on  the  MelEah.  We 
cannot  fnppole  the  latter,  becaufe  of  the  divipe  and  an^ 
changeable  attributes  which  he  afcribes  to  the  Logos.  We 
are,  therefore,  under  a  necefiity  of  fuppofing,  that  be  con- 
iidered  the  Logos  as  the  fame  perfon  who  (hould  appear  as 
the  fon  of  David.  While  he  not  only  afcribes  to  him  the 
neceiTary  charaSers  of  the  promifed  Mefliah,  as  including 
deity,  but  ccmneAs  thefe  with  manhood ;  it  is  not  concei- 
vable, that  he  had  not  fome  ideas  of  the  future  incarnation 
of  the  eternal  Word. 

I  ihall  only  add,  that,  as  Philo  calls  the  Logos  Avaroxn,  the 
rtfing  Sua,  applying  the  prophecy  of  Zechariah  to  him, 
chap.  vi.  10,  the  manner  in  which  the  paflage  has  been 
nnifonnly  explained  by  his  countrymen,  affords  a  ftrong 
collateral  proof,  that  by  the  Logos  he  meant  the  MeiSah. 
Many  Jewifh  writers,  who  have  perfifled  in  infidelity,  have 
czpreisly  applied  this  language  to  the  latter  *•    Jonathan 

Ben 

•  >X  ir  till  Pagio  Fidei  ,  p.  laj.  308.  375.  594. 
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Ben  Uzzielf  who,  if  not  cotemporaiy  with  Philo,  was  near- 
ly fo,  inteq>rets  it  in  the  &ine  manner :  **  Behold,  the 
*^  man  whole  name  is  Meffiah/'  &c.  Naj,  it  would  appear, 
that  it  was  generally  ezpeded  by  the  Jews,  that  the  Mef- 
fiah  would  be  manifefted  under  that  very  name  which 
Philo  gives  to  the  Logos.  For  it  is  adopted  by  Zachariai , 
in  his  foog  of  praife  :  Urougb  the  tender  mercy  of  our  God, 
— /A^.day-fpring  from  on  bigb  batb  vifiied  us^  Lnke  i.  78  •• 
[  The  fame  word  is  ufed  by  the  Evangelift,  as  by  Philo. 


C  H  A  P.    V. 

Of  the  Senfe  in  wbicb  tbe  Cbaldee  Parapbrafis  ttfed  tbe  term 

Memra. 


o 


.UR  author  lays  in  his  former  work ;  **  We  find  that 
«  the  Chaldce  Paraphrafts  of  the  Old  Teftament 
"  often  render /i&^  Wordo/God^  as  if  it  was  a  being  diftinft 
**  from  God,  or  fome  angel  who  bore  the  name  of  God, 
"  and  afted  by  deputation  fron  him.  So,  hpTycvcr,  it  has 
"  been  interpreted,  though  with  them  it  might  be 
"  no  more  than  an  idiom  of  fpecch  !•*'  Here  Dr  P; 
fpeaks  only  in  the  language  of  probability.  But  in  his  fecond 
work  matters  are  ripened  into  certainty.  *.*  With  rcfpeft 
•*  to  the  Jews,  it  is  evident,  that  in  general,  they  did  not 
*'  ufe  the  term  Logos  in  the  Platonic  fenfe,  but  as  fynony- 
"  mous  to  God^  or  the  mere  token,  or  fymbol,  of  the  di- 
"  vine  prefence.  The  Chaldee  paraphrafts  often  ufe  the 
^*  word  ^•^DO,  tnimra^  which  may  be  tranflated  Logos  or 

**  Word.    But  that,  in  the  ideas  of  thefe  writers,  the  word 

.  I. . .       ' 

w  of 

•  Vid.  CUffii  Rhetor.  Sac.  p.  x7S.  Wolfii  Cur.  in  loc. 
t  Hift.  Corrupt.  Vol.  L 
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of  m  pofoa  was  vaiaAj  fjnonymcus  to  himfe^^  is  evi* 
bam  thoir  application  of  the  fame  phrafeology  to 


M  «M««k  m  •* 


Jk  w«s  HTged  bj  many  of  thofief  who  preceded  Dr  P.  in 
die  fame  fjftem,  that  the  term  numra  fimplj  fignified 
fpadk  The  vanity  of  this  pretence  has  been  fo  dearly 
deionHnitcd  f ,  that  he  (eems  to  leave  it  to  its  fate,  and 
mnfcei  himfielf  meidy  ta  th6  objedion  already  mention- 
ed* 

Some  srortfay  men  have  uDdoubtedly  gone  too  far,  in 
averting  that  this  expreflion,  when  uied  by  the  Paraphrafts, 
ii  ohomfs  to  be  imderftood  of  the  perfonal  Word.    Tt  would 
feea  to  be  Ibmetimes  uied,  as  fimply  denoting  the  mind, 
cither  of  God  or  of  man*     The  ancient  Jews,  finding  that 
their  feriptaras  aflbrded  undoubted  evidence  of  a  plurality* 
of  perlboa  csaftiag  in  an  unity  of  eflencc,  and  that  adion, 
%eeriit  coming  and  walking,  are  afcribed  to  the  Word  of 
Jehovah,  would  naturally  conclude  that  this  name  denoted 
aperfoB.     Obferving  alfo,  that  one  divine  perfbn  fpeaks  to 
ather  as  begotten  of  him  ;  and  conneding  the  charadef 
si  htgUten  with  the  Word,  they  would  naturally  enquire, 
vhat  mi^it  be  the  reaCbn  of  this  defignation.     It  would 
to  tbem,  that,  as  the  inward  word  is  produced  by  the 
of  nsMky  and  yet  remains  in  it,  the  Son  is  (b  denomi* 
becmfe  he  is  begotten  by  the  Father,  and  is  eiTen- 
tiritf  in  him ;  and  diat,  as  words,  when  uttered,  are  the 
laMgci  and  eacpreflions  of  thofe  ideas  which  the  mind  at 
M  farms  within  idelf,  he  alfo  receives  this  name,  not  only 
becanfe  he  is  the  ezprels  image  of  the  Father,  but  becaule 
aB  the  purpo&s  of  the  Father  are  both  declared  by  him, 
aid  outwardly  aocompliilied,  as  in  the  creadon  of  the  world. 
Vol.  I.  D  the 

a^Eu-I.  Opin.  Tol.  ii.  p.  ip,  20. 

t  See  Flcaiiiig's  Clihftology,  voL  i  p.  138.  Bedford*!  Sermons, 
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the  covenant  made  with  their  fathers.  Sec.  It  being  thus 
oecelTary  to  fuppofe,  that  all  the  counCels  of  the  Father 
were  laid  in  hinii,  which  thej  might  alfo  learn  from  the 
perfonality  afcribed  to  Wifdom^  they  would  conceive  that 
he  was  called  the  Word  and  Wifdom  of  the  Father,  to  repre- 
fent  their  perfed  unitj  of  eflence,  defign  and  operation. 

That  they  aftually  formed  this  opinion,  is  evident,  efpe- 
ciallj  from  the  language  of  Philo;  Therefore^  he  defcribes 
the  Logos  from  the  refemblance  of  an  Architeft,  forming 
an  idea  of  a  building  in  his  mind,  before  conftruding  it. 
Then,  to  expreis  the  unity  of  the  divine  effence  and  coun* 
ibis,  he  add3 ;  "  As  the  preconceived  plan  of  the  building 
**  in  the  mind  of  the  archited^has  no  eziftence  extemallj, 
<*  but  is  damped  upon  the  mind  of  the  artift ;  in  like  man- 
'^  ner,  this  world  of  ideas  has  no  place  but  the  divine  .Logos,  ^ 
**  who  difpofes  all  things  *•"  This  agrees  with  the  ac* 
count  that  our  Lord  gives  of  himfelf  ^  Ho  one  inowai  tit 
Father^  but  the  Son^ 

Thus  conteiving  of  all  the  counfels  of  the  Father  a» 
formed  in  and  with  his  Word,,  is  it  ftrange  that  they  fhould 
at  times  recur  td  the  very  idea  that  gave  birth  to  this  in- 
terpretation,— ^that  of  the  inward  operation  of  the  mind, 
before  outward  a&ion  or  expreflion  ?  Their  perfonifying 
the  Memra^  in  general,  when  applied  to  God,  laid  them  un*- 
der  no  neceffity  of  doing  fo,  at  leaft  in  a  proper  fenfe,  when 
they  ufed  this  expreflion  with  refped  to  man.  As  little  did 
.  the  fimple  application  of  it  to  man  reftri£t  them  as  to  the 
fenfe  in  which  they  were  to  apply  it  to  Grod.  For,  in  all 
languages,  the  (ame  words  are  ufed  in  various  fenfes.  So- 
cinians  have,  of  all  men,  leaft  reafon  to  plead  this  invari- 
able unity  of  language,  as  they  affirm  that  thofe  words^ 
which  are  moft  facred  among  all  nations,  the  very  names  of 

God^ 

*  De  Mundt  Opific.  JCarl.  Opio.  Tol.ii.  p.  4. 
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^  Gody  are  often  appliea^  without  any  exception,  and  without 

any  marks  of  diftinftion,  to  mere  creatures.     Thereforet  by 

a  parity  of  reafon^  it  might  be  urged  that,  becaufe  the  name 

JEHOVAH  is,  according  to  their  theory,  fometimes  given 

to  a  created  angel,  we  are  never  to  underftand  it  in  any  o- 

ther  lenfe*     Nay,  with  rcfped  to  the  very  word  Logoff 

might  it  not  with  equal  juflnefs  be  aflerted,  that  becaufe  it 

fometimes  fignifies  fpeech,  it  ought  invariably  to  be  under- 

flood  in  this  Xenfe  ?     Indeed,  it  would  not  only  be  doing 

the  lame  juflite  to  the  Gofpel  of  John,  that  is  done  by  So- 

tinians  to  the  Paraphtafes^  but  perhaps  as  near  the  real  fenfe 

as  their  own  interpretation,  were  a  new  theorift  to  plead 

that,  becaufe  logos  in  Scripture  often  fignifies  fpeech^  we 

were  bound  to  interpret  the  introduAion  to  that  Gofpel  iii 

this  (enfe;  "  In  the  beginning  vriajpeecb^'*  ISc. 

It  has  been  obferved,  that  the  Paraphrafb  defcribe  the 
Word  in  language  analogous  to  that  of  the  Apoftle  Johri, 
when  be  fays  that  the  Word  wtis  with  God,  For  they  fpeak 
of  him  as  ^*  the  Word  from  before  the  Lord,  or  which  is 
*'  before  the  Lord."  Thus  Onkelos  paraphrafes.  Gen.  xxxi. 
ti*  **  And  the  Word  from  before  the  Lord  came  to  La- 
^  ban  :"  and  £zod.  2z«  19.  "  Let  Hot  the  Word  from  be- 
.  *^  fore  the  Lord  fpeak  with  us,  left  we  die  *."  This  mode 
of  ezpreffion  affords  the  moft  unqueftionable  evidence  of  a 
perfonal  diftindion.  Maimonides  himfelf,  anxious  as  he  was 
to  obfcnre  all  thofe  pafTages  of  Scripttire  that  imply  a  di- 
vine plurality,  and  to  condeal  every  evidence  of  the  Jews 
having  ever  held  this  doAtine,  durft  not  venture  fo  far  as 
Dr  P.  He  had  not  boldneis  enough  to  afiert  that,  with  the 
Chaldee  interpreters,  the  IVord  of  God  was  merely  '*  fy- 
"  nonymous  to  God"  himfelf.  He  knew  that  the  Tar- 
gums  afforded  fuch  unqueftionable  evidence  of  the  intro- 

D  2  duAion 

^  Gill  on  John  i.  1. 
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dudion  of  a  diftinQ  perfon  under  this  defignatioa«  that  p- 
ver  J  one  of  his  countrymeny  who  was  in  the  leafi  acquaint* 
ed  with  them,  would  give  him  the  lie.  Therefore,  he  finds 
himfelf  reduced  to  the  miferable  fliift  of  pretending  that, 
when  the  Paraphrafts  fpeak  of  the  Word  of  the  Lord,  and 
ufe  this  expreilion  where  the  name  of  God  occurain  the  o- 
riginal,  thej  mean  to  deicribe  a  created  angel  *. 

This  obje&iony  however,  is  by  no  means  new.  It  has 
been  hackneyed  by  writers  of  the  fame  perfuafion  lor 
more  than  a  century  f.  All  that  it  proves*  is  what  mt 
do  not  wifli  to  deny,  that  the  ten^  memra  does  not  always 
denote  the  perfonal  Word. 

But  this  objedion  makes  its  appearance  with  a  very  bad 
grace,  after  the  Dodor  has  been  obliged  ta  confeft  that  Phi- 
lo,  a  writer  of  the  fame  nation,  of  the  fame  principlcSt  and 
nearly  of  the  fame  age,  gives  a  real,  although,  as  is  pre- 
tended, only  an  occafional  perfonality  to  the  JLo^o/.  While 
this  is  granted  with  refpeft  to  Philo,  who  can  believe  that 
not  one  of  die  Paraphrafts,  on  any  occafion,  ufes  a  fynony- 
mous  term  in  the  fame  fenfe  ?  What  would  be  thought  of 
any  writer  in  a  fucceeding  age,  who  ihould  afiert  that,  al- 
though Mr  Lindfey  denied  pcrfoaality  to  the  Holy  Spirit, 
Dr  Prieflley,  a  member  of  the -fame  unitarian  church,  was 
always  to  be  underilood  in  a  fenfe  direftly  oppofite ;  be- 
caufe  in  fome  inftances  he  had  fpoken  of  the  Spirit  in  lan- 
guage that  might  imply  perfonal  agency  ?  Undoubtedly,  a^ 
ny  man  of  fenfe  would  fay ;  <*  It  is  unnatural  to  fuppole^ 
"  that  there  ihould  have  been  any  diverfity  of  opinion  be- 
'^  tweea  thefe  gentlemen  on  this  point ;  the  doftrine  of  one 

•*  pcrfon 

»  Etfuit  Verbum  Domini  ad  me,  &c.  Fieri  quoqne  poteft,  meo  judi> 
cio  ut  Onkdos  per  vocem  Elohim,  Angeliun  intcUexcrit,  &c.  More  N»^ 
vocbim,  par.  i.  c.  27.  p.  33. 

t  Vid.  DtyUng.  Obfer.  Sac.  P.  L  ObC  49. 
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"  perfoo  in  deity  being  the  very  bafis  of  their  fjftem. 
**  Bu  let  OS  try,  if  there  be  not  other  expreffions  in  the 
*^  Do£tor*s  works,  which  fhew  that  he  entertained  fuch  i- 
^  deas  of  the  Spirit  as  were  totally  incompatible  with  per- 
'^  fenafity/*  Let  the  queftion  before  us  be  brought  to  the 
bine  iflne.  If  it  (hall  appear  that  the  Targumifis  aflerted 
loch  dungs  concerning  tht  Word  of  tbt  Lordy  as  cannot  be 
applied  to  God  the  Father,  and  as,  at  the  ikme  time,  imply 
ml  perfonaHty  and  divine  perfedion ;  it  mnft  neceffarily 
fbflow.  that,  on  thefe  occafions*  at  leaft,  they  fpake  of  a  per- 
fbn,  in  the  diTine  eiTence,  diflind  from  the  Father. 

They  find  the  Word  in  the  very  firft  appearance  of  God 
after  the  &U.  That  e^preffion,  They  htard  the  voice  of  the 
Lard  Qod  walkimg  in  the  garden^  Gen.  iii.  8.  b  rendered, 
'*  Tbey  heard  the  Word^  &c/'  All  the  Targums  agree  in 
this  view  of  the  paiTage :  and  that  of  Jerulalem  begins  the 
next  verie  in  this  manner ;  ''  And  the  Word  of  the  Lord 
^  God  called  unto  Adam."  Another  ezprefles  the  mean- 
mg  of  the  verfe  (till  mqre  copioufly ;  '*  They  heard  the 
**  voice  of  the  Word  of  the  Lord  God  walking."  It  feems 
moft  natural,  indeed,  to  underAand  this  language  of  a  per- 
Ion.  For  even  the  modern  Jews  cannot  deny,  that  the  par-* 
ticiple,  walkings  immediately  refers  to  the  voice^  and  not  to 
the  Lord  God  *.  Walking  is  undoubtedly  the  attribute  of  a 
perfon,  and  not  of  a  mere  voice.  .  The  author  of  T[%eroT 
Hammor  makes  this  obfervation  /on  t}ie  place  :  '*  Before 
^  they  finned,  they  faw  the  Glory  of  the  blefTed  God  fpeak* 
^  ing  with  him^*'  that  is,  with  God  ;  ''  but  after  their  fin, 
"  they  only  heard  the  Voice  walking  f."  This  writer  nn. 
dottbtedly  underflood  the  Voice  as  a  diitind  perfon,  the 

D  3  fame 

*  Vox  oiifB  ell  ret  ilia,  de  qua  dickur,  quod  ambolayerit  in  horto. 
Maimon.    Blore  Nerocbini,  Par.  i.  c.  24. 

)  SeA.  Bert  fluth.  sq>.  Owen  Bebr.  vi.  L  £xerc.  x. 
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iame  whom  he  before  calls  the  Glory.  And  the  latter  b 
one  of  the  perfonal  charaflers  of  the  Meffiah,  Ifa.  xL  5* 
Iz.  I. 

The  Memra  is  evidently  defcribed  as  one  fint*  The 
words  of  Elijah,  i  Kings  xviii.  24.  /  wUl  call  on  the  name 
of  the  Lord  J  &c.  are  thus  paraphrafed  bj  Jonathan  ;  *'  I  will 
*'  pray  in  the  Name  of  the  Lord,  and  he  ihall  fend  his 
"  Word."  The  Paraphr^il  could  not  refer  to  any 
meflage  from  God.  For  it  was  not  an  anfwer  by  word, 
but  by  fire,  that  Elijah  expeded.  It  has  never  been  pre- 
tended, either  by  Socinians,  or  by  the  orthodox,  that  God 
the  Father  is  faid  to  he  fent.  If  there  be  but  one  Divine 
Perfon,  by  whom  is  he  fent  ? 

We  learn  from  Gen.  xvi.  7.  &c.  that  the  Angel  of  the 
Lord  found  Hagar  hy  a  fountain  of  water  \  that  he  faid,  / 
wll  multiply  thy  feed  exceedingly^  and  that  Jhe  called  the 
j^ame  of  ]ehovah  that  fpahe  to  her^  ^hou  Godfeefl  me,  \t 
is  evident,  that  Hagar  conlidered  the  person  who  addreflfed 
her  as  divine.  Philo  aflerts  that  it  was  the  Word  who  ap- 
peared to  her  *.  Jonathan  gives  the  fame  view  ;  "  She  confef- 
'^  fed  before  the  Lord  Jehovah,  whofe  Word  had  fpo- 
'*  ken  to  her."  With  this  the  Jerufalem  Targum  agrees ; 
"  She  confefTed  and  prayed  to  the  Word  of  the  Lord,  who 
"  had  appeared  to  her."  It  is  vain  to  fay,  in  the  Socinian  • 
fenfc,  that  God  him  (elf  is  here  meant.  For  the  Paraphrafls 
mud  have  known  from  the  text,  that  the  perfon  fpoken  of 
is  called  an  Angel.  If  the  Father  be  meant,  how  is  be  cal- 
led  an  Angel?  We  may  be  told,  indeed,  that  a  mere  angel 
often  afTumcs  the  name,  and  claims  the  attributes  of  Jeho-  - 
^'AH.  But  it  is  not  credible  that  the  ancient  Jews,  whq 
were  fo  fiiperftitioufly  tender  of  the  name' Jehovah,  that 
they  would  neither  pronounce  nor  write  it,  left  they  (hould 
take  it  in  vain,  would  ever  think  of  conferring  it,  or  ima- 
gine 

;r«7*x«7  ciX9fm    X)e  Cherubim,  p*  83.  C* 
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gme  that  it  was  conferred  by  God,  on  a  created  angeL 
When,  therefore,  they  call  this  angel  the  Word^  it  argues  a 
^oovidioD,  that  he  was  both  diftbd  from  the  Father,  and 
equal  to  him*  According  to  the  text,  he  who  addrefled 
Saigar  was  Jehovah,  who  could  multiply  her  feed ;  and  yet 
an  AngeL  According  to  the  paraphrafes,  this  Angel  was 
the  Wcntl,  who  was  at  the  &me  time  the  objeft  of  prayer. 
Befiare  Dr  P.  can  ihew  that  a  perfonal  Word  is  not  here 
meant,  he  mod  prove,  firft,  that  Gk)d,  eflentially  confider- 
edy  may  be  an  Angel  or  one  fent  ;  and  fecondly,  that  this 
was  the  opinioorof  the  Chaldee  Paraphrafts.  As  according 
to  the  dofirine  afcribed  to  Philo,  this  was  certainly  one  of 
thefe  oecafions  on  which  the  Logos  was  a  perfon,  the  Doc* 
tor  would  alfo  need  to  give  his  reader  a  fatisfying  reafon 
why  he  muft  onderftand  the  Paraphrafts,  writing  on  the 
iame  fiibjed,  and  ufing  the  fame  mode,  of -expreffion,  in  fo 
very  different  a  fenfe. 

They  defcribe  the  Word  as  a  M-edsator,  It  is  faid,  Deut. 
iv.  7.  --For  what  nation  is  there  fo  great^  who  hath  God  fo 
nigh  wUo  them  as  the  Lord  our  God  is  in  all  things  that  we 
call  upon  him  for  /  Jonathan  gives  the  following  para- 
phrafe  of  the  paflage ;  *'  God  is  near  in  the  name  of  the 
**  Word  of  the  Lord/'  Again,  we  find  this  paraphrafe  on 
Hof.  iv.  9.  "  God  will  receive  the  prayer  of  Ifrael  by  his 
^  Word,  and  have  mercy  upon  them,  and  will  make  them 
"  by  his  Word  like  a  beautiful  fig-tree."  And  on  Jer. 
xnx.  14.  "I  will  be  fought  by  you  in  my  Word,  and  I 
"  will  be  enquired  of  through  you  by  my  Word  *."  Ac- 
cording  to  the  Jerufalem  Targum  on  Gen.  xxi.  33.  Abra- 
ham, at  Beerfheba,  *'  prayed  in  the  name  of  the  Word 
*•  of  the  Lord,  the  God  of  the  world  +."  But  it  is  incon- 
ceivable, that  the  Paraphrafts  did  not  here  mean  to  defcribe 

D  4  the 

•  See  Bedford*!  Strm.  p.  iji.  269. 
i  Had.  p.  atfp. 
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tbe  Word  as  a.Mcdiator ;  cfpeciallj  as  we  know  diat  tbe 
ancient  Jews,  when  fupplicating  God,  intieated  that  be 
woold  '*  look  on  the  £su:e  of  his  Anointed  ;'*  aQ4  have 
.  aUb  feen  that  Philo,  nearlj  cotemporarj  with  (ome  of  thp 
P^raphrafisy  eiq>xe(s]  j  declared  his  faith  in  the  Wordy  48 
the  Mediator  between  God  and  ou^. 

The  J  fpeak  of  atomnunt  $»  made  by  this  Mmiara.  On 
Deut.  xzxii.  43.  Jonathan  obferves ;  *'  God  will  atone  by 
'*  hb  Word  isx  his  land,  and  for  his  people,  even  a  people 
<'  £&ved  by  the  Word  of  die  I^ord/'  This  exadly  corce^ 
iponds  wkh  what  we  have  extraded  from  Fhilo^  coocem- 
iog  the  Word  as  an  High-priefi. 

They  delcribe  tbe  ^Umra  as  %  Rtdiemer^  and  fometimei 
as  the  Meffiab.  TheCe  words.  Gen.  zlix.  t8.  /  have  vmt» 
ed  for  thy  fahation^  are  thus  paraphraCed  ^jm  the  Jerolaleiii 
Targam  ;  ^  Our  father  Jacob  laid  thus ;  My  foul  exped; 
'^  not  the  redemption  of  Gideon  the  fen  of  Joaflit  which  is 
.<'  a  temporal  iialvation ;  nor  the  redemption  df  Swifbo, 
^  which  b  a  tranfitory  (alvation  ;  but  the  redemption  which 
^  thou  didft  promife  ifaould  come  through  thy  Memra  to  thy 
<<  people.  This  (alvation  my  foul  waits  for.  ■'  In  the  bleflbig 
pf  Judah,  V.  10. — 12.  particular  mention  is  made  of  the  King 
Mefliah.  It  is  a  (Iriking  proof  that  by  the  Memra  they 
meant  him  who  was  to  appear  as  the  Mef&ah,  that  in  the 
Targum  of  Jonathan,  v.  18.  is  thus  rendered ;  *^  Our  Fa^ 
**  ther  Jacob  laid,  I  do  not  exped  the  deliverance  <rf  Gide- 
''  00  the  foh  of  Joafii,  which  is  a  temporal  falvatioo  ;  nor 
^  that  of  Samfon  tbe  fon  of  Manoah,  which  is  a  tranfient 
**  falvation.  But  I  expefl:  the  redemption  of  the  Mgffiqh 
*^  the  Son  of  David,  who  (hall  come  to  gather  to  himidf 
*^  the  children  of  Ifrael."  It  is  evident  that  the  one  para^ 
phraft  has  copied  from  the  other :  and  as  the  one  pnts 
MeJJiah  for  Memra^  it  cannot  well  be  denied  that  they  had 
Gonfidered  both  terms  as  denoting  the  fame  perfon. 

3  We 
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We  bav«  a««n»kaMe  prooufe,  Lsv.  lUEvi.  11./  m/ff  vmlk 
amo^g  ^M^  ond  will  it  your  God,  andyt  JhaU  be  my  people* 
The  paiTage,  viewed  in  its  connecHon,  feems  evideitlj  to 
lefier  to  tbc  great  gift  of  the  Meifiah.  Godpromifet,  ver.  8. 
/  will  ^UMifr  my  covemmt  witiyou.  Even  fome  of  the 
later  Jews  iioderfUod  this  of  the  new  covenaatt  which  God 
was  to  mal^e  with  Ifrael  and  Judah«  foretold  bj  Jeremiah, 
isbap.  zxsi«  31*  Rabbi  Solooaon,  apd  the  author,  of  P^ta, 
ereacfttioiied  as  of  this  opiniont*^.  G^  alio  declares,  ver.  i  !• 
f  wiO fiii  my  tahmack  amongft  you*  fie  had  alneady  done 
ib^  as  to  the  letter.  Sot  this  promiie  evidcBtlj  has  a^« 
ther  refeveaoe.  Tbeace,  the  ftriking  cinncideQce  between 
It  aod  the  words  of  the  Evaogelifi,  has  been  remarked  bj 
iaaerpccters.  Joho  iap,  ^tht  Wmrd  was  madeflijb,  and  aj* 
mmmn  n  ^mo!,  tubtrmacUd  among  us^  chap.  L  14.  This  is 
the  cfleooe  of  the  pramife ;  and  the  verj  exprefBon  is  re* 
jiHtfkaUj  coolmant  to  that  of  the  Septuagiat,  in  the  paflage 
pnder  ooofideratiQB,  9i»m  tw  vimm  piB  o  9fuv. 

There  is  every  reafon  to  think,  that  the  ancient  Jews 
difcemed  the  MefDah  here.  Jonathan  gives  the  following' 
paraphraie  of  ven  la.  ^  I  will  be  joar  God,  and  my  Word 
••  fliali  b^  unto  70U  God  the  Redeemer."  That  expref- 
fioa,  ver.  9.  /  will  have  refpeff  unto  you,  is  rendered  bj  On- 
kelos ;  "  I  will  look  upon  you  in  my  Word  :"  and  that  in 
ircr.  IX.  My  JoulJbaU not  abhor  you,  he  thus  glofles  ;  *'  My 
"  Word  fliall  not  abhor  you."  The  Afifinra  is  introduced 
here,  without  any  verbal  reference  to  it  in  the  original,  no 
le(s  than  thrice  in  the  courfe  of  four  verfes.  This  certainly 
argues  a  ftrong  convi6tion  in  the  mind  of  the  Paraphrafl, 
diat  the  paflage  referred  to  the  promifed  Deliverer.  Socini^ 
am  themielves  will  grant,  in  words  at  lead,  that  it  is  only  in 
Jefitt  Chrift  that  God  looks  on  finful  men  with  comphu 

^  ceacjr* 
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ccDcj.  The  Word  of  God  gave  the  moft  aftooilhing  proof 
that  he  did  not  abhor  his  people,  when  he  tabtmackd  a» 
mong  them. 

Thej  defcribe  this  Memra  as  onfy-iegottntf  and  in  thi^ 
.charaAer  as  the  Creator.  That  remarkable  verie,  CSen.  iiu 
a2.  Tie  Lord  God/aid^  Behold  the  man  is  become  as  one  of 
itSf  is  paraphrafed  in  a  very  fingolar  manner :  **  The  Word 
^*  of  the  Lord  faid.  Behold,  Adam  whom  /  iave  created,  is 
^*  the  only-begotten  in  the  world,  as  I  am  the  onfy-iegotten 
'*  in  the  higheft  heavens  *•"  The  language  here  afcribed 
to  the  Memra,  with  what  reference  to  the  text  avails  not 
in  the  prefent  inquiry,  is  applicable  to  a  perfcm  only ;  and 
i^  wiU  not  be  pretended  by  our  opponents  that  it  can  apply 
to  the  Father*  The  perfon  intended  was  believed  to  be  **  the 
^*  only-begotten  Word."  How  nearly  does  this  language  ap» 
proach  to  that  of  infpiration !  In  the  beginning  was  the 
Word,', — AU  things  were  made  by.bim^^^We  beheld  his  glory  ^ 
the  glory  as  of  the  only^begotten  of  the  Father,  John  i.  I*  3* 
24. — The  word  abbve  rendered,  /  have  created,  is  under- 
ftood  in  the  fecond  perfon  by  Glaffius  f.  For  he  reads  it, 
crea/li.  But  it  makes  np  material  difierence.  For  in  which 
way  foever  the  expreflion  be  rendered,  it  clearly  proves  the 
Paraphraft's  belief  of  the  diftindion  of  the  Word  from  the 
Father. 

It  is  not  denied  that  Philo  often  applies  this  chara3e|*  of 
only-begotten  to  the  Logos* 

If,  therefore,  the  Paraphrafts  defcribe  the  Memra  as  one 
fent,  as  a  Mediator,  as  one  by  whom  atonement  is  made,  as 
a  Redeemer  and  the  Meffiah,  and  as  only-begotten  ;  it  is 
undeniable  that  they  do  not  mean  God  the  Father.  I^ 
notwithftanding,  they  afcribe  perfonal  and  divine  charaAers 
to  the  Word,  which  Dr  P.  cannot  deny,  they  muft  mean  a 
diftinft  perfon  in  the  divine  eflence. 

Many 

•  Ttrg.  Uicrofor.  ap/  Pfeifoi  TheoL  Judiic.  p.  186. 
t  FUlol.  Sacr.  Ub.  i.  p.  24* 
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Many  other  paflages,  to  the  fame  purpofe,  might  have 
been  quoted  from  the  Targums.  Bat  thefe,  we  apprehend, 
are  fafficient  to  iatisfy  anj  who  are  not  determined  to  fliat 
their  eyes  againft  evidence. 

Mahomet,  to  whom  the  Socinians  have  pleaded  kin- 
dred  *,  ma j  furely  be  fuftained  as  an  impartial  witneis.  It 
was  not  his  objeA  to  exalt  Jefns  Chrift*  Yet  he  was  lb 
fiillj  convinced,  from  the  writings  of  the  Old  Teftament, 
and  from  the  general  do&rine  of  the  ancient  Jews,  that  this 
charaftcr  belonged  to  him,  that  he  calls  him  the  Word  of 
God\. 

Before  leaving  this  part  of  onr  fubjeA,  we  maj  attend  to 
what  Dr  P.  has  objeded  to  «the  evidence,  that  the  Para- 
phralb  reckoned  the  Memra  and  the  MefBah  the  fame  per- 
fon.  He  founds  his  objedion  on  the  words  of  Jonathan, 
who  fays,  that  **  the  Mefliah  and  Moles  will  appear  at  the 
^  end  of  the  world,  the  one  in  the  de&rt,  and  the  other  at 
**  Rome,  and  that  the  Word,  or  Logos,  will  march  between 
"  them  X'*  Francis  Taylor,  the  firft  who  feems  to  have  ob- 
jcded  thb  as  a  proof  that  they  did  not  intend  one  perfon  by 
thefe  two  names,  gives  an  anfwer  to  his  own  objedion.  For 
he  adds  ;  '*  It  is  probable,  that,  as  the  Jews  acknowledge  a 
^  twofold  Melfiah,  they  might  intend  to  point  out  the 
**  humble  and  afflided  one  by  the  name  Mejftaby  and  the  o- 
**  ther,  whom  they  ezpcd  as  a  triumphant  conqueror,  by 
**  that  of  Memra  ||."  But  thele  words  might  be  meant 
merely  to  fignify  that,  as  the  difpenfation  of  the  Law  was 
under  the  adminiftration  of  the  Memra^  that  of  the  latter 

day 

*  See*  their  Epifile  to  Aoieth  benAmeth,  prefixed  to  Lefslie^s  Socin. 
Cootroverfy. 
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Sftj  ihottld  be  fo  alfo ;  or,  that  he  (hould  be  the  centre  of 
^unioo  between  the  Law  and  the  GofpeL  TboSt  it  may  be 
viewed  as  fimilar  to  that  of  fhilo  concerning  the  fame  il* 
loftrious  perfon.  When  he  fays  that  he  is  '*  the  middle  be- 
<<  tween  two  extremes/'  God  and  man,  he  does  not  mean 
to  deny  his  Deity,  bot  to  aflert  his  mediatory  charafier. 
He  repreients  him  as  uniting  both.  I  cannot  think  that 
the  Memra  is  here  meant  as  a  diilin&  perfon.  For  al- 
tfaongh  Moiies  is  fuppofed  to  ride  on  one  cloud,  and  the  Mef- 
fiah  on  another,  this  is  pot  ailerted  of  the  Memra.  According 
to  Bafnage,  to  whom  Dr  P.  refers,  the  Memra  is  faid  to 
nioatk  tfc  march.  But  Bafnage  himfelf  refers  to  Pfeifier,  who 
quotes  the  Targumift  as  iimply  faying,  ^  And  the  Memra 
«  between  both  ♦." 

But  as  this  feems  to  be  the  only  paflage  of  the  kind  that 
can  be  produced,  in  what  way  foever  it  be  explained,  it  is  not 
of  fufficient  weight  in  oppofition  to  a  multitude  to  the  con- 
trary. Inftead  of  arguing  from  a  fingle  paflage  in  which 
^e  writer  feems  to  diicover  feme  confufion,  on  a  fubjeft 
which  he  could  not  underftand,  while  a  ftranger  to  the  ac- 
compliihment  of  the  great  promife ;  we  may  rather  wonder 
that,  in  other  places,  he  exprefTes  himfelf  fo  clearly.  For 
we  have  feen  that  this  very  writer  accounted  the  redemp- 
tion of  the  Meffiah  the  fame  with  that  of  the  Memra. 

With  relpeft  to  the  objedion,  I  (hall  only  add,  that  al- 
though we  were  certain  that  the  Paraphraft  meant  that  the 
Klemra  and  MeiGah  were  di&rent  perfons,  it  would  be  un- 
£ur  to  judge,  by  this  circumfiance,  of  the  meaning  of  all 
Ae  other  Chaldee  interpreters.  For  it  feems  evident  that 
the  Paraphrafc  on  the  five  books  of  Mofes,  afcribed  to  Jona- 
than Ben  Uzziel,  was  not  written  for  fievend  centuries  af- 
ter 

<  In  fine  mandi  Mofes  e  medio  deferti  exibit,  et  rex  Mefliat  c  otedio 
Romae,  alter  in  nobis  anias,  alter  in  ilterius  calniiiie  eqaitibit,  et  verbum 
Domini  inter  otmrnqoe*    Ibid« 
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hu  his  dine.    For  b  menttoos  CooftaatiDopIc  and  Lombor* 
dj  •.     Now,  it  ia  wdl  koown  that  the  bter  Jews  in  geae* 
nit  IB  their  notiDQS  coDceming  the  MefBah,  have  deviated 
miidi  £v^r  from  the  faith  of  Chriftiant,  than  their  pre- 
deceflbcs.    It  has  been  akead j  feen,  that  the  Paraphrafts  in- 
terpiet  what  is  bid  of  the  Angtl  t^tb^  Lord  who  addrefled 
Hagar,  of  the  Word.     But  this  is  not  a  Iblitarj  infiance. 
For  they  give  the  laaie  accouat  of  thei  Angel  who  de* 
ftrojed  Sodoady  of  the  Angel  who  went  brfore  the  Ifraelites 
in  the  daadj  pillar,  and  of  him  who  deftrojed  the  AiTyri- 
tas  f.     While  Fbilodeferibes  the  Word  as  an  Angela  they 
dfeebre  tie  Amgel  oftht  Lard  to  be  the  Word.  Thus,  it  un- 
tosbtfidly  appears  that  both  PhUo  and  the  Pftraphrafts  mean 
tefaiBcperCMi. 

It  is  weU  knoMra  that  many  read  the  words  of  Eve,  (mi 
mrafiva  of  the  birth  of  Cain,  /  ba^9  obtaitud  the  mam  the 
Imrd^  Gen.  iv*  u  apprehending  that  flie  confidered  this  e» 
veot  as  the  acoamplifliment  of  the  promife  concerning  the 
Jeed  of  the  womoM.    But  whatever  was  the  meaning  of  our 
common  parent,  it  defer ves  our  particular  attention,  that 
the  Paraphrafi  renders  the  whole  verfe  in  the  following 
manner  :    *'  And  Adam^  knew  his  wife  Eve,  who  defired 
^  the  Angel  \  and  (he  conceived  and  bare  Cain,  and  faid  I 
**  have  obtained  a  man,"  or,  *'  the  man,  the  Angel  of  the 
"  LordT     As  yebovah  is  the  word  ufed  in  the  original,  we 
cannot  conceive  that  the  interpreter  (hould  have  given  this 
paraphrafe,  had  he  not  known  that  it  was  believed  by  his 
coontrymen,  that  he  who  was  revealed  in  Ccripture  as  the 
Angel  of  the  Lord  was  Jekovah^  or  the  true  God,  and  aUb 
^at  he  was  to  be  incarnate  as  the  Angel  of  the  covenant y  or 
Mef&ah. 

That  by  the  Word  the  Paraphrafts  underftood  the  Mef- 
fiah,  is  evident  «from  their  interpretation  of  thele  words, 

PfaL 
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Plal.  ex.  I.     72f  Lord  /aid  unto  toy  Lord^  Sit  tbou  at  mf 
right  band^  &c.    Jonathan  renders  them,  **  The  Lord  Cdd 
'*  unto  his  Word/'    Nothing  can  be  more  dear,  than  that 
the  Jews  in  general,  during  our  Saviour's  miniftrj,  under- 
ftood  this  paflage  of  the  Meffiah.  Not  one  of  the  Pharifees, 
however  much  puz%led^  as  our  author  exprefles  it,  objeded 
to.  this  as  the  true  meaning,  Math.  JcuL  41.— 46.     It  ii 
therefore  contrary  to  all  the  rules  of  interpretation,  to  fup- 
pofe  that  Jonathan  underftood  the  language  in  a  different 
lenfe.     It  maj  indeed  fuit  a  Socinian  intelled,  to  confider 
it  as  the  meaning  of  the  Paraphraft,  that  Jebovah  fpoke  to. 
him&lf ;  that  he  defired  himfelf  to  fit  at  his  own  right  hand  i 
that  he  engaged  to  himfelf,  to  make  his  enemies  his  foot- 
fiool ;  that  he  fware  to  himfelf,  that  he  fliould  be  a  prieft  for 
Tver,  &CC.    For  it  is  natural  for  thole,  who  are  themlelves 
under  the  empire  of  folly,  to  endeavour  as  fiu*  as  poffible  to 
aifimilate  every  other  to  themfelves*    All  this  abfurdity 
muft  follow ;  if,  according  to  the  Socinian  hypothefis,  by 
the  Word  the  Paraphrafis  fimply  mean  God  bim/elf,  dhat  is/ 
the  Father,  as  the  only  perfon  in  Deity. 


CHAP.    VI. 

Tibt  DoBriM  of  thi  Jews  concerning  tie  name  JZHOVAHf 
the  Angel  Metatron,  and  the  TrinitTw 

"  »Tn  HE  Jcwifli  Cabbalifls,"  our  author  obferves, "  might 
"  A  eafily  admit  that  the  Mcfliah  might  be  called  Ji- 
**  bovab^  without  fuppofing  that  he  was  any  thing  moK  than 
"  a  man,  who  had  no  exiftcnce  before  his  birth.  That  it 
"  muft  have  been  the  mere  name  and  not  the  nature  of  God'^ 
"  that  the  Jews  fuppofed  their  Mcfliah  to  partake  of,  is  all 

I  "  that 
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**  that  €an  be  admitted  in  the  cafe.  Several  things  in  the 
"  Scripcores  are  called  by  the  name  of  Jehovah ;  as  Jeni- 
"  fidem, — is  called  Jelovab  cur  rightioufnefi ;  but  this  ne- 
**  ver  kd  the  Jews  to  fnppofe  that  there  were  two  Jeho- 
**  Tabs,  a  greater  and  a  lels  */'  It  is  fo  fiu:  good  that  the 
Dofior  aimks^  that  the  Jews  alcribed  the  name  of  God  to 
tbe  Meffidi.  We  flioold  not  have  had  fuch  a  conceilion, 
bad  he  not  found  that  there  was  no  evafion.  Hit  afterwards 
mentions  a  Jewifli  writer,  **  who  lao^  at  the  pretenfioos 
**  of  Chriftians  to  bring  proo£i  of  the  Trinit  j  from  the  cab* 
^  bala  f /'  But  even  the  leis  ancient  Jews  would  have 
haghcd  at  tbe  Dofior's  pretending  that  they  would  give  the 
name  Jehnvmh  to  a  mere  man.  Maimonides  fpeaks  the  (en- 
timents  of  the  whole  nation  when  beiiays ;  '^  The  Name  of 
*'  four  letters  has  no  known  etymology ;  nor  is  it  communis 
**  cated  to  another.    And  there  is  no  doubt  that  the  glori* 

*  oos  name,  which,  as  you  know,  it  is  not  lawful  to  diter, 

*  imle&  in  tbe  fimduary,  and  by  the  holy  priefis  alone  in 
**  their  benediAioD,  as  alfo  by  the  high  priefts  on  the  day  of 
^  atonement ;  that,  I  (ay,  Kt  refpeds  fomething  in  which 
**  there  is  no  communication  between  God  and  man  $•" 
Kimchi,  explaining  thefe  words,  Ifa.  xlii.  8.  yebovab^  that 
is  my  namtf  paraphrafes  them  in  this  manner ;  **  That  name 
^  is  proper  to  me."    Thence  the  Jews  are  wont  to  call  it 

ih0 


•  VoL  ill  p.  44.  t  I^>W,  p.  47. 

I  Scd  illnm  Nonen,  arjas  litene  font,  lod  He  Vmu  He,  boo  habet 
ctymolofuun  nottm,  neque  conununicttar  alteri.  Ac  nuUum  eft  do* 
hmm,  qnin  gloriofam  iftvd  Nooen,  qnod,  nt  nofti,  non  proferre  licet, 
■ii  in  Saoftuario,  ec  a  facerdotibiu  Dei  fiuiAis  folom  in  benedidione 
iamduomit  nt  et  a  facerdote  magno  in  die  jejanH,  quin,  inqnam,  do- 
cett  dc  le  aliqaa,  in  qna  inter  Detun  et  alia,  nulla  prorfos  eft  commu- 
■iettio^  fee.  More  Ncvoddm,  Pan  i.  cap.  4f . 
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tbf  proper  name  of  GoJL  The  fiune  writer,  on  HoC  sL  5* 
Jihovab  bis  numorialy  obfenres ;  ^  In  the  name  El^  and  £- 
**•  hhim^  be  commnnicates  with  otbers  ;  bnt  in  this  name  he 
^  does  nor  communicate  with  any  one."  Aben  Ezra,  on 
Ex.  iii.  14.  is  at  great  pains  to  (hew  that  this  name  is  pro- 
per to  God  •• 

Bnt  whatever  were  the  opinion  of  the  Jews,  fid  it  op- 
pofe  the  tellimony  of  God,  it  conld  be  of  no  more  weight 
in  the  argument,  than  their  rejection  of  him  whom  the  Fa- 
ther hath  fent.  God  exprefslj  telKfies,  in  many  places, 
that  this  name  is  his  peculiar :  and  flxall  we  refdfe  to  be- 
lieve him  ?  He  made  himfelf  known  to  hb  people  by  die 
name  Jebovab^  to  ezprefs  his  nature,  and  to  dftiinguiffli  him 
from  all'whom  he  called  gods,  or  who  were  (b  called  by  others. 
When,  therefore,  this  name  was,  in  compofition,  impcfed 
on  a  place,  there  conld  be  no  danger  of  its  being  miftaken 
by  them  for  God,  or  being  fuppofed  to  poflefi  divine  na- 
tnre ;  and  thus,  no  danger  of  the  original  defign  of  thb  dif- 
tinfiive  name  being  defeated.  Bnt  as  the  idolatry  of  the 
worid  in  general  coniifted  in  deifying  intelligent  creatures, 
had  he  permitted  this  name  to  be  given  to  any  fuch,  he 
would  have  defiftated  bis  own  defign  in  the  ufe  of  it,  and 
would  himfelf  have  fignally  contributed  to  idolatry  f* 
When  God  claims  this  name  to  himfelf,  it  is  diredly  in  op- 
pofition  to  every  other  nature,  to  which  the  folly  of  man- 
kind might  afcribe  divinity,  ^y  glory  will  I  not  give  to 
another^  Ifa.  xlii.  8.  Thb  name  could  not  be  conferred  on 
a  perfon  of  an  inferior  nature,  without  robbing  God  of  his 
glory,  or  transferring  fome  fliare  of  it  to  the  creature  thus 

denominated. 

«  Vid.  Hoombeck  Socio.  Gonfot.  too),  ii.  p.  97. 
t  GufleUi  Veritas  Salutifcra,  P.  i.  c.  41.  p.  312. 


Chap.  VI.         coHccrmng  tie  Name  yehoDoh^  &c.  65 

deoomioated.  Whether  angel  or  many  being  a  fubjed  ca« 
pabk  of  intelledual  and  moral  perfe^on,  he  woold  be 
foppoCed  to  poiTefs  fome  peculiar  excellency,  entitling  him 
to  the  divine  name  :  and  when  it  was  found  that  thii  was 
conferred  b/  God  himfelf,  it  would  be  fcarcelj  pofllble  to 
withhold  divine  honour,  or  to  believe  that  it  could  be  dif- 
agreeabk  to  him  who  had  conferred  it.  But  when  it  was 
nfed  in  compolition,  in  the  names  of  places,  inflead  of 
having  this  tendencj,  it  was  folelj  meant  to  afcribe  the 
gloiy  toyehovaif  who  hadmanifefled  himfelf  there  ;  najr,  di« 
redlj  tended,  in  the  conftant  remembrance  of  his  people,  to 
appropriate  it  whoU J  to  him,  to  the  exduiionof  everj  other. 

The  argument  from  Jerufalem  being  called  Jebovab  our 
rigbteoiufmefs^  is  of  no  weight.  For  the  natural  verfion  of 
the  words  is.  And  this  is  be  whoJbaU  call  ber^  Jebovab  our 
Rigbitomfnefs^  Jer.  xzziii.  16.  The  word  call^  in  this 
place,  docs  not  refer  either  to  the  name  of  the  Meiliah,  or 
of  Jemlalem  ;  but  to  his  work  of  calling  her  to  a  parti* 
cipation  of  New  Covenant  bleffings.  But  although  this 
name  were  given  to  Jerufalem,  nothing  more  could  be  ur- 
ged from  this  circumftance,  than  from  the  ufe  of  thofe  com- 
pound names  already  confidered. 

Thus,  when  Dr  P.  is^js^  "  That  it  muft  have  been  the 
"  mere  name^  and  not  the  nature  of  God,  that  the  Jews  fuppo- 
*'  itd  their  Mefliah  to  partake  of;"  he  fuppofes  them  not  on- 
Ij  to  contradi6i  themfelves,  but  the  word  of  God.  The  Doc- 
tor adds  very  juflly,  concerning  the  name  being  given  tofe* 
veral  tbings  \  "  This  never  led  the  Jews  to  fuppofe,  that  there 
**  were  two  Jehovahs,  a  greater  and  a  lefe."  This  is  the  very 
thing  that  has  always  pinched  them  in  their  difputes  with  the 
Chriftians.  They  know  that  this  name  cannot  be  properly  gi- 
ven to  another,  without  acknowledging  him  to  be  God.  Find* 
ing  that  it  b  given  to  the  MefQah,  while  they  oppofe  the 
dodrine  of  the  Trinity,  they  know  not  what  to  make  of  it. 

Vol.  I.  E  Our 
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Our  author's  fiibleqiient  reafoning,  in  reply  to  the  texts 
quoted  by  BUhop  Pearfoo,  and  what  has  been  advanced  by, 
Mr  Taylor  of  Portfraouth,  is  both  trifling  and  onfidr. 
^''  Nothing,**  he  iays»  **  can  be  more  expreisly  declared 
^  than  diat  there  is  but  one  Jehovah ;  and  in  the  pafiages 
**  quoted  by  Biihop  Pearfon,  diere  is  no  intimation  of 
^  there  being  two  Jehovahs ;  fo  that  if  the  Meffiah  be  Je- 
hovah, there  muft  have  been  no  other  being  above  him, 
which  Mr  Taylor  would  not  fuppofe.**  No  Trinitarian 
can  fuppofe  that  there  is  a  ^  Being  above"  the  MeffialL 
For  the  Meifiah  b  not  a  difBnd  being  from  Grod.  He  ia 
only  one  perfon  in  the  divine  nature,  fnfiaining  a  relation 
difierent  from  that  which  eifentially  belongs  to  him.  Thcp 
Father  is  above  him,  not  in  zperjbna/^  hot  only  m^fitderal 
refpef^.  His  inferiority,  being  voluntary,  cannot  deprive 
him  of  his  eflential  dignity.  When  the  Me£Ebdi,  there- 
fore,  is  called  Jebovab^  it  is  not  as  another  being  dian 
God,  but  as  another  perfon  than  the  Father;  originally 
pofTefEng  this  name  in  common  with  him,  and  invefted 
with  an  office  which  necedrily  fuppoies  thb.  For  it  is 
not  a  name  peculiar  to  one  perfon,  but  expreffive  of  the 
undivided  nature. 

We  (hall  now  confider  what  the  Do&or  advances  con- 
cerning, the  angel  Metatron.  "  The  moft,"  he  fays, 
that  I  fliould  be  difpofed  to  infer  from  what  the  Jewifii 
Cabbalifb  have  iaid  on  the  fubjed  would  be,  that  this 
^'  Metatron  was  fomething  fimilar  to  what  Philo  reprefents 
the  Logos  as  being,  namely  an  efflux  of  the  divinity^ 
but  no  being  or  perfon^  permanently  diflinguifhed  from 
**  him;"  But  we  have  already  fliown,  that  Philo  enter- 
tained no  fuch  idea.  This  is  the  moft  that  Dr  P.  is  ^  dif- 
"  pofed  to  infer ;"  not  becaufe  he  has  any  folid  grounds  for 
fuch  an  inference,  but  becaufe  he  is  unwilling  to  make  any 
other,  as  it  would  greatly  injure  his  caufe.  But  as  far  as 
2  we 


Cliap.VI*  eont&ning  Jhe  Name  yebovab^  &c»  67 

we  can  obierve^  he  cannot  produce  a  £ngle  proof,  that  anj 
of  the  Cabbaliftic  writers  formed  the  idea  of  occafional  per* 
fboality*  They  had  verj  abfurd  ideas  concehiing  angels  : 
bot  thejr  were  of  fuch  a  nature,  as  to  exclude  this  fpecies 
of  abfiudity*  Fpr  fome  of  them  apprehended  that  they 
were  oorporeal  *•  Thej  reckoned  angels  of  two  kinds, 
corruptible  and  permanent.  Thofe  were  called  corruptible^ 
which  were  fuppofed  to  be  corporeal,  as  deriving  their  ex- 
iftence  from  generation.  60  &r  were  they  from  fappbfing 
tbem  to  be  emanations  from  the  divine  nature  f .  Bafnage, 
cor  author's  great  authority  in  Jewiih  matters,  contradifts 
him  here.  For,  according  to  his  account,  the  Cabbalifis 
•flcrty  that  from  Metatron  all  the  angels  <'  derive  their 
**  lives,  and  all  other  advantages  and  comforts." 

Now,  it  is  difficult  to  conceive  that  be  (hould  be  the  fource 
of  being  to  perfons  conftantly  ezifting,  and  fupport  them 
in  it,  who  is  himfelf  only  an  occafional  perfon.  Bi^t  indeed, 
lliefe  writers  ezprelsly  declare  that  *'  he  b  exalted  above 
"  them  all,  continually  beholding  the  face  of  Grod,  and 
^  diftributing  to  them  every  day  bread  convenient  for 
••  them  t." 

The  Doftor  juftly  obfervcs,  that  there  *•  is  little  de- 
"  pendence  on  the  whimfical  and  uncertain  notions  of  thefe 
**  Jewiih  Cabbalifis  §•"  But  their  lingular  afcriptions  to 
die  angel  Metatron,  although  they  (hould  not  prove  that 
they  eonfidered  him  as  the  foul  of  the  Mefliah,  clearly  e- 
noagh  demonftrate  that,  to  their  conviAion,  the  Scripture 
contained  various  afcriptions  to  an  angel,  which  they  could 
not  with  propriety  interpret  of  a  mere  creature.     There- 

E  2  fore, 

•  Bafniye  Hift.  b.  iv;  c.  9. 

t  Maimonid.  More  Nevoch.  Pir.  ii.  c.  6. 

t  Bafoage,  b.  it.  c.  8.  )  VoL  iii.  p.  45* 
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dis  HBOiE  of  Gai,  "wam  m,  dds  angel. 
P*^  iiTifggrf,.  fnuuiTT  Hiiwigp:,  ift  iuanof  Atfl  ibis 
esuuktuAJMUf  Tiiiti?  ttuBL  ctuc  x&BL  Iwiin's^  a£  dke  wofd 


'*'  Jiaaemm^  muL  diaut  <]f  ufwiwir,  ..iiufiiftnmt 

-*  espndii  c&r  ame  rnimrr.  'sab.  jrtJ*'    Ik  warn 

iir  die  Ciiiitu&ib^  aennnthrg  Qi  Tihnr  oIdbL  OHOBKr^ 

lEjpL.  Thik  'V3B.  ca-  Uxi^j^nrti  dirrir  ifiah'iiiic  q£  c&e  aijffltrjr 
^  cher  fesSatu.  Fjt  w&iql  csey  dmniii  i  OKiibEj' 
^ej  muferiaoi  x  as  cz^^cssE-v^  at  x  SmcbsE, 
mfoictsuuCr  WLj'ieTT,  Tile  ligaraetf  arc  ^ndljr  Ariied  as 
l(^  che  cm^gxL  (sf  diia  ooiae;  tiome  (farving  k  ftooa  the  Hie- 
breor,  cc^ersi  Qngi»  cLe  Graek«  ami  otikens  iippofiig  k  to 
be  a  ^i^rtrncuai  of  c&c  Ljda  wvrd  JfialMMr,.  ar  cf  JfadK- 
i4f^«  I:  :eeais  mxA  prooabkic^  eaoc  t&cj  aflsgnri  the  aanie 
»  cr^retp«cbd£a^  ia  CTgracryh,  vkh  Tfaiiij  sad  thtt  this 
cj^yrreTpncbdecce  «0  t£be  reaua  of  Aor  adopCng  it»  tlot 
tiutt  tbej  ml;;^  ezp-reu  the  <***^*^^i^  cf  that  aagd  af 
wfki'Mi  it  n  Lid^  .^fj  maau  is  im  Asm  i  SSmim  bciag  oae  of 
the  iv«aet  of  God.  Thej  do  act  £;em  to  have  iafiened 
tr^  drKt:'::i€  from  :be  name,  boc  to  have  choton  dbe  Bame 
f i'^  fait  t'tjA  doSuine,  The  former  mi^ht  be  £kq»poied,  if 
tKat  fA  Gcid'j  name  bein^  ia  this  angel,  were  (be  onlj  pe- 
c;*iiar  aicripftioo.  But  this  is  hr  £rom  being  die  cafe.  Even 
s^xx/ifdiog  to  Baihage,  it  was  he  who,  bjr  tbe  Jewilb  ac- 
t^j^nvtf  wreftled  with  Jacob.  Xow,  tbefe  wmers  muft 
have  known  that  this  angel  is  eocprelslj  called  Gai. 

In  the  Gemara  of  Babjioo,  thefe  words  are  explained ; 
IVhf^m  Jhall  he  teach  knozvledge^  and  ithom  Jbali  be  maJke  to 
und^Jinnd  tloUrinef  Them  that  are  'aieaned^  &tc.  Ifa.  xxviii. 
i).  lliu  work  is  firil  afcribed  to  God-  Then  it  is  faidj 
'*  But  who  uoght  them  from  the  beginning  ?"  that  is,  as 
the  pafTage  b  underftood,  before  ihe  deftrudioa  of  the  tem- 
ple.   The  anfwer  is ;  "  If  you  pleafe,  you  may  fay,  Me- 

<^  tatron; 
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^  catxon ;  but  if  you  prefer  it,  be  hath  done  both  the  one 
"  and  the  other ;"  that  is,  God  hath  taught  infants  both 
before  and  fince  that  event  *1  They  alfo  defcribe  Meta^ 
tron  as  **  the  Angel  of  God's  face  or  prefence ;"  and  as 
performiiig  the  fiinSions  of  a  Mediator.  For  they  fay, 
that  by  him  alone  we  can  have  accels  to  God.  They  pre- 
tend, that  "  when  the  tabernacle  was  ere&ed  in  the  wil« 
''  demeis,  another  tabernacle  was  erefted,  vns.  that  of  the 
"  child  Metatron,  whofe  name  is  the  fame  with  the  name 
'*  of  tus  God."  In  this  tabernacle,  he  is  (aid  to  **  offer  the 
^  fbols  of  the  jufi,  that  he  may  make  expiation  for  Ifrael 
'*  during  the  time  of  his  captivity  f ."  When  Baihage  is 
quoted,  as  ^*  ihewing  that  he  is  the  fame  with  the  angel 
**  Michael,"  Dr  P.  might  alfo  have  mentioned  that,  ac- 
cording to  the  acknowledgment  of  the  fame  author,  they 
make  a  God  of  him  %•  T^^  iame  is  affertcd  by  other 
writers  $•  The  Talmudids  fay  that  this  Angel  **  hath 
''  power  to  blot  out  the  fins  of  Ifrael,"  whence  they  make 
him  **  the  Chancellor  of  heaven  ||." 

From  a  conneded  view  of  thefe  circumflances,  it  muft 
at>pear,  that  the  later  JewiQi  writers  found  themfelves 
under  a  neceffity  of  afcribing  perfefHons  to  one  ^angel, 
which  properly  belong  to  God  only.  We  may  alfo  ob- 
ferve,  that  their  elevation  of  this  angel  above  all  others, 
is  a  proof  that  they  did  not  believe  that  the  names  of  Deity 
were  common  even  to  angels.  Their  fyflem  concerning 
Metatron  is  evidently  the  bed  they  could  make  of  thofe 

E  3  paffages 

•  AroJa  Sara,  p.  13.  14. 

f  Talonid,  Cbagigah,  c.  2.  ap.   Lampe  in  Joh.  i.  14.  Vitringa  Obf. 
Sac.  1.  I.  c.  9. 

I  Hxft.  b.  iv.  c.  9. 

5  Vid.  Wolfii  Cur.  Phil,  in  Phil.  ii.  9. 

■  Owen  on  Heb.   vol.  i,    Ex.  x.   p.  i2i. 


JO  DnSrimwfAJgm  Book}. 

pftfitges  of  tjil^mc  Tsrp^  \j  mnHiMis  in  proof  of  a  plii- 
fi£xT  of  pexioBis  in  i^  Godboid;  vUk,  frandfteirliaticd 
of  GmilixnitT*  tbrj  krrr  gmenJlj  reoeiei  mbarm  pof- 
fiblc  from  fhis  AoSiinc. 

To  tiiefr  TrBnncBnes  21  9»t  ika  Ik  nnpraper  to  uibfoui 
dx  wards  of  R.  Mdcs  Gcniiiden&  XdmnoBi,  nbo  wrote 
about  d;e  mr  iS2?*  Tbrr  iXhdb«De  ilie  faiTiinfftf*  of 
feme  of  the  Jnrs  rrea  xn  liter  tiaies,  ronrrniing  that 
Angd  to  wbuui  £Tin*  aaiDcs  are  grren,  aiiid  dirine  opeia- 
doDs  aicnbed.  I^'bcn  expbiianj;  JoAi.  r.  14.  wlierewe 
hare  an  aocaast  of  tike  appearance  of  one  as  *  Captain  of 
^  the  Lord*5  b€lt"  he  &TS ;  »  This  Asi|<el,irwe  fpeikex- 
*^  adlj,  is  the  Angel-Redec3Dcr«  cf  vhom  it  is  written, 
"  Mj  Xame  is  im  bem;  that  tttt  Angd  who  hid  to  Jacob, 
^  Gm.  xxjd.  15.  /  mm  theCwd^BitUi  be  of  whom 
^  it  b  (aid,  Amd  Gikd  caliod  to  Mylrs  omf  mf  the  hffih  Ex. 
^  iiL  4.  He  is  called  an  Anc:cL  becanfe  be  gprems  the 
^  world.  For  it  is  written,  Drnt-vi.  21.  Tie  Lttni  hromghi 
jom  wp  owt  cf  £^rfi  i  and  Num.  xx.  6.  A  ^^nf  Atr 
AmgtU  amd  hromghi  yxm  omt  of  Ej^jfi.  Befides  it  is  writ- 
ten, lia.  bdii.  9:  j^mJ  the  Am^el  of  bit  Face  Javed  tiem. 
He  is  that  Angel,  r/z.  who  is  the  Face  of  God;  of 
^  whom  it  is  (aid,  Ex.  xxxiii.  14.  Mj  FaceJimllgOt  amd 
"  /  win  give  jru  refi.  In  fine,  he  is  that  Angel  of  whom 
the  prophet  Mahchi  iajs,  ch.  iii.  i.  Amd  tin  Lord  vJnm 
ye  ftek  JbaU  fuddndy  anne  to  his  tewsfdi^  evem  the  Mef- 
t**  J"*E^  ^f  ^^  aroenani  whom  yt  dtlight  imS*  Again,  he 
fajs ;  ^  Diligentlj  attend  to  the  meaning  of  thelie  words. 
My  Face  Jball  go  before  thee.  For  Mofes  and  tfic 
liraielites  always  defired  the  chief  Angel.  But  who 
"  this  was,  thejr  could  not  truly  underfhmd.  For  neither 
did  they  learn  it  from  others,  nor  could  they  fuffidently 
attain  it  by  prophefy.  But  the  Face  of  God  fignifics 
{^  God  himfclf ;  which  is  acknowledged  by  all  interpreteiiB. 

But 
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^  But  no  one  can  have  the  leaft  notion  of  theiie  things,  uii- 

**  lt&  he  be  truly  inftroded  in  the  myfteries  of  the  law." 

And  again;  **  Afy  Face  Jball go  before  ytm^  that  is,  the 

^  Angel  of  the  covenant  whom  je  defire,  in  whom  my 

**  Face  Ihall  be  feen ;  of  whom  it  is  iSud,  In  an  acceptahU 

time  hone  I  beard  tbee  :  Afy  name  is  in  him :  And  I  will 

eanfe  tbee  to  rejl ;  or  I  will  caufe,  that  he  ihall  be  gentle 

and  benign  to  thee.     Neither  (h$dl  he  lead  thee  with 

^  rigour,  but  calmly  and  mercifully  «:" 

The  leafim  given  by'  this  writer  for  the  nanje  Angel, 

although  true  in  itielf,  does  not  clearly  exprefs  its  meaning. 

Bat  itcontaiifsmore  than  one  would  apprehend  at  firft  fight. 

For  when  he  lays  of  the  perfon  fpoken  of,  that  '^  he  is 

^  caHed  an  Angel,  becaufe  he  governs  the  world ;"  it  is 

evident,  from  die  fcriptures  quoted  in  proof  of  this  afler- 

tion,  diat  he  efpecially  intends  his  government  of  the 

Jewiih  diurch,  as  a  Saviour,    He  bjs  that  '^  the  Face  of 

^  God  fignifies  God  bimfelf.'*    But  it  is  not  credible,  that 

he  meant  this  in  our  author's  fenfe.     He  undoubtedly  re- 

fers  to  the  unity  of  eflence  between  God  and  this  Angel ; 

eUe  why  would  he  avoid  a  particular  explanation,  leaving 

the  do£bine  as  a  myjlery  /     If  he  meant  the  fame  perfon 

with  Crod,  there  was  no  myftery,  and  there  could  be  no 

reafbn  for  leaving  the  fubjed  abruptly.    But  fuppofing  him 

to  mean  a  pliurality  in  one  eflence,  we  difcem  a  reafon  for 

his  condud,  of   fufficient  weight  with   a  Jew.     He  was- 

afraid  of  affording  any  handle  to  the  ChrifUans. 

But  he  explains  himfelf  more  &lly  in  the  pafTage  laft 

quoted.     Not  having  abfolutely  aflerted  the  unity  of  God 

and  this  Angel,  he  feems  to  have  been  lefs  on  his  guard. 

By  applying  the  words  of  Malachi  to  him  whom  he  caUs 

the  Face  of  God^  it  appears  that  he  conlidered  this  perfon 

£  4  as 

*    Vid.  Poll  Synops.  in  Jofli.  T.   14.    Owen  on  the  Heb.  vol.   i. 
Ex.  X.  p.  1 22. 
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fts  the  future  Mefliah.  But  it  is  undeniable^  that  he  viewed 
this  Angel  as  a  diftin&  perfon  in  the  divine  eflence.  For 
although  he  fays  that  he  is  Cod  bimfelf,  he  introduces  God 
as  fpeaking  to  him ;  nay,  as  fpeaking  the£e  words^  which 
fome  of  the  more  learned  Jews  underfiand,  as  refpeding 
the  Mei&ahy  In  an  acceptabk  time  bav€  I  beard  thee,  Ifa. 
zlix.  8. 

Even  Maimonides,  at  the  very  time  that  he  is  attempt- 
ing to  ihew  that,  when  we  read  of  Crod  as  appearing,  we 
are  to  underftand  it  as  meant  of  a  mere  angel,  quotes  the 
judgment  of  Rabbi  Chija,  although  he  could  not  but  be 
confcious  that  it  oppofed  his  fyflem.  He  gives  it  every 
advantage,  by  extolling  this  Rabbi,  as  *^  one  of  their  mod 
*^  excellent  and  greateft  wife  men."  It  refpeds  what  ris 
(aid  of  Jehovah,  as  appearing  to  Abraham,  when  he  iaw 
tbree  men\  and  particularly,  the  folemn  addreis  of  the 
Patriarch  to  one  of  the  three.  My  Lordy  if  now  I  have 
found  grace  in  thy  Jight^  pafs  not  away,  I  pray  thee^ 
from  thy  fervanty  Gen.  xviii.  3.  **  Rabbi  Chija  iays,  that 
"  thefe  words  of  Abraham,  were  fpoken  and  direded  to 
"  one,  and  indeed  to  the  chief  one  among  them.  This  I 
"  leave  to  thee,  as  a  great  fecret  dcferving  thy  confidera- 
"  tion.  He  fays  the  fame  thing  of  what  we  have  in  the 
"  hiftory  of  Jacob ;  yind  there  wrejiled  a  man  with  him, 
"  &c*.'*  Why  does  he  roll  the  burden  of  this  mterpreta- 
tion  on  Rabbi  Chija  ?  It  has  been  common  with  the  later 
Je\vs,  when  they  introduced  any  thing  favourable  to  the 
dodrine  of  a  plurality  in  the  Godhead,  to  give  it  on  the 
authority  of    more   ancient  writers.     Thus   they  ikreen 

themfelves 

•  R.  Chija  dicit,  quod  verba  ifta  Abrahami;  Dtmine,  fi  mttu  inveni 
£rati.im  in  oculis  tuii^  ne  qudfo^  tranftas  a  Jcroo  tuo  ;  quod  inquam  ifta 
▼erl)a  ad  unum,  et  4"'tJem  prsecipuum  inter  illos,  dixerit  et  direxerit ; 
quod  tibi  tanqiiam  fccretum  magnum,  confiderandum  relinquo.  Idem 
^ixit  dc  eo  quod  in  hiftoria  Jacobi  legiraus.  Et  lu&atui  ej  Fir  cam  iJ>/o, 
&c.      More  Ncvochim,  P.  a.  cap.  41.  p.  310. 
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themfelves  from  the  charge  of  herefj;  even  when  they 
make  th<^  adcnowledgments,  which  the  truth  forces  from 
them.  MaimonideSy  as  would  feem,  mentions  this  view, 
from  a  conviftion  that  the  maxim  generally  adopted  by 
his  brethren  in  later  tunes,  concerning  God's  employ- 
ing a  created  Angel,  in  the  appearances  mentioned,  could 
not  bear  them  out,  in  the  explanation  of  a  variety  of  paf- 
iages.  But  he  leaves  it  as  a  great  fecrety  evidently  wifhing 
to  conceal  it  from  the  Chrillians. 

D.  P.  leems  very  certain,  that  the  Jews  never  entertain- 
ed any  ideas  of  a  Trinity.  Of  a  great  many  paflages  in 
their  writings,  which  relate  to  this  dodrine,  I  ihall  men- 
tion only  a  few.  Grotius  himfelf,  although,  as  fbme  of 
that  party  have  ISUd,  '^  a  Socinian  all  over,"  thought  fo 
(Ufierently  from  our  author,  concerning  the  Jews,  that  he 
has  qnoced  fbme  of  their  writers,  as  calling  God  three 
lights,  and  by  the  name  of  Father, ,  Son  and  Holy  Ghoft  *. 
It  has  been  obferved,  that  the  belief  of  a  plurality  is  in£nu- 
ated  in  the  queftions  propofed  in  the  Talmud,  as  to  the  mean- 
ing of  that  expreilion,  Dan.  vii.  9.  which  is  rendered  in 
our  verfion,  ^be  thrones  were  cajl  down^  but  underilood  by 
.'dl  the  Jews,  as  fignifying  that  they  were  fet  up.  It  is 
inquired,  ^^  why  the  throne,  on  which  the  Ancient  of  days 
**  was  to  fit,  is  put  in  the  plural  ?"  Various  anfwers  of  a 
trifling  kind  are  given ;  but  the  lafl  is,  that  *•*'  it  is  blaf- 
**  phemy  to  fet  the  creature,  on  the  throne  of  the  Creator, 
**  blelled  for  ever."  The  following  remarkable  words 
form  the  conclufion ;  **  If  any  one  can  folve  this  difficulty, 
"  let  him  do  it ;  if  not,  let  him  go  his  way,  and  not  at- 
^  tempt  it  +." 

To  the  fame  purpofe  is  the  converfadon  between  R. 
Joihua,  the  fon  of  Levi,  and  Elias,  at  the  mouth  of  the 

cave 

*  Ldlle*s  Sociniin  Controv.  Dial.  i.  p.  49. 
t  Talmud,  Ancient  Uaiv.  Uift.  vol.  iii.  p.  13. 
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cave  of  Rabbi  Simeon  Ben  Jochai,  which  is  x^orded  in  the 
Tahnud.  This  R.  Simeon,  with  his  fon  R.  Eliezer,  are 
ikid  to  have  conceakd  themfelves  in  a  cave,  for  twelve 
years,  from  fear  of  the  emperor  Adrian,  and  to  have 
written  die  books  of  Zobar  and  Sipbri  in  this  retreat. 
^  Rabbi  Jofliua,"  according  to  the  narrative,  **  inquired  of 

Elias,  Shall  I  reach  to  the  future  age }    He  anfwered.  If 

that  Lord  ^rill.  For  the  divinity  was  pre&nt  with  them. 
^*  Joihua  rejoined  *,  I  fee  only  two,  but  I  heiyr  the  voice  of 
"  three  V 

In  the  ancient  work,  entitled  Babir^  it  is  iSud,  that  ^*  by 
^  the  threefold  repetition  of  the  term  yehavab^  we  axe 
**  tau^t,  that  thefe  names  of  the  blefled  Cod,  are  three 
*^  powers,  and  that  every  diftind  power  is  like  to  each 
*^  other,  and  hath  the  fame  name  with  it."  In  the  fame 
work,  thefe  words,  ^be  Lord  reignetbf  Pfa.  xciii.  i.  are 
laid  to  '*  bear  witneis  of 'the  three  exiflences,  (or  lubfift* 
**  ences)  in  the  blefl*ed  Creator.  And  the  whole  being 
**  clo&d  (v.  5.)  with  Jebovab^  the  peculiar  name  of  God, 
*'  intimates  that  he  is  the  fountain  of  all,  and  that  from 
**  him  are  the  emanations  of  all.  Thus,  in  thtfe  words, 
"  7be  Lord  reignetb^  there  is  a  great  myftery  f- 

Rabbi  Bechai  alfo  fpeaks  of  three  degrees  or  excellencies, 
which  are  in  God«  Each  of  thefe,  he  &js,  is  called  Glory, 
2Xi^Panim  or  Perfons,  %  For  the  word  is  often  thus  tranflated 

in 

*  R.  Jehofua  films  Levi,  reperit  Eliam  (lantein  ad  oittam  fpclunce 
R.  Slmeonis  ben  Jochai ;  quaefivit  ex  illo,  Perveniainnd  in  feculam  futu* 
rumf?  Refpondit,  Si  voluerit  iAe  Oominus.  Aderat  enim  iplis  fandla 
Divinitas  (Shechinah).  Regeflit  Jofua ;  Binos  tantum  vidi,  fed  Tocem 
trium  audivi.  Talmud,  cap.  ult.  Sanbedr.  ap.  Scliickardi  Mifhpat  Ham- 
melech,  cap.  6.  p.  187. 

I  Bedford^s  Scrm.  p.  62. 

\  Jyidaei  tre*  illas  Dei  proprietates  vocant  in  libro  Jetfira  nvnnn» 
id  eft  Hypoftafes,  et  in  Ubro  Schaarc  Tzedek  D^O^JBH  D^39  •  »** 

eft 
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is  die  Septuaginc  *  The  firft  degree  is  the  fupreme  Glory, 
**  die  leooad.  the  middle,  and  the  third  the  latter  Glory. 
«  And  tliiSy''  it  is  fubjcnned,  "  is  die  myftery  ♦." 
The  author  of  Zoiar  lays ;  *'  The  myftery  of  EJobim  is 

*  this.  There  are  three  degrees,  and  every  one  of  diefe 
"  degrees  fiibfiflsby  itfelf :  and  yet  all  of  diem  are  one,  and 
^  knit  togedier  in  one,  nor  can  one  be  feparated  from  the 
^  other  f.**  AUhough  the  Jews  induftrioufly  avoid  the  nfe 
of  the  word  per/on^  Bp.  Kidder  has  obferved  the  fame  thing 
mendooed  by  Voifin,  that,  in  die  book  Sbaare  VJedeki  thefe 
degrees  are  called  perfons  %,  The  author  of  Zobar  ren- 
dels  Dent.  vL  4.  in  this  manner  -,  '^  The  Lord  (or  Jehovah) 
^  and  onr  Grod,  and  the  Lord  are  one."  In  his  e:  jofidon 
of  the  paflage,  beginning  ivith  Jebovab^  he  fays  -,  ^  He 
"  is  die  beginning'of  all  things,  the  Ancient  of  Ancients, 
^  the  Gaiden  of  Roots,  and  die  Perfedion  of  all  things ; 

*  and  he  is  caDed  the  Father,  The  other,  or  our  Gody  is 
^  die  Depdi,  and  die  Fountain  of  Sciences,  which  proceed 
*^  from  that  Fadier,  and  is  called  tie  Son.  The  other  (or 
'^  Lord)  he  is  the  Holy  Chojl^  who  proceeds  from  them 
**  bodi,  and  is  called  the  Meafure  of  the  Voice.  He  is 
^  ime;  fo  that  one  concludes  with  the  other,  and  unites 
*^  them  together.  Neither  can  one  be  divided  from  the 
**•  other.  And  therefore  he  £uth,  Hear^  O  IfraeU  that  is, 
••  j<Hn  together  this  Father,  the  Son,  and  the  Holy  Ghoft, 
^  and  mako  him  one  eflence,  and  one  fubftance.  For  what- 
^  (bever  is  in  the  one,  is  in  the  other.  He  hath  been  the 
"  whde,  he  is  the  whole,  and  he  will  be  the  whole."  Thefe 
words  are  alfo  given  by  Rabbi  Markante,  which  undoubt- 

edl7 

et  wf^rvra  live  Perfmas  et  Fan  ft  intrinfecax,    Obf.  I.  de  Voifin  ad 
Maitiai  Pu{.  p.  406. 

•  Bedford  ibid.  t  K.idder*s  Deaionib'.  Part  iii  p.  83. 

I  Ibid.  p.  15. 
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cdly  implies  his  aj^robation  of  them  **  Will  Dr  P.  be 
plekfed  to  grant,  that  this  is  the  dodrine  of  the  Trinity  ? 
Or  could  he  fubicribe  this  Jewifh  creed,  as  purely  Uni- 
tarian? 

Bifhop  Kidder  gives  another  extrad  from  the  comment 
of  the  author  of  Zabar^  on  the  fame  paflage.  **  This  is 
*^  the  tnyftery  of  him  who  was  before  the  rocks,  and  is 
^'  united  with  the  head^  the  Jlem^  and  the  V)ay.  By  y^ 
**  bcvab^'*  the  firft  Jehovah  mentioned  Deut.  vL  4.  **is 
"  meant  the  high,"  or  "  firft  beginning ;  by  the  fiem  is 
<^  meant,  the  ftem  fpoken  of,  I(a.  xi.  the  ftem  of  Jeffe  \  by 
*'  Jehovah^*'  laft  mentioned  in  the  verfe,  **  is  meant  the 
*<  way  f "  All  writers,  Jewiih  and  Chriftian,  having 
viewed  the  prophefj,  Ila.  xi.  as  refpefiing  the  Meffiah, 
does  it  not  follow,  that  this  Jew  believed  in  a  dimme 
Meffiah  ? 

Again,  the  fame  writer  (ays ;  *'  This  is  the  uiity  of 
'^  Jehovah  the  firft,  Elobenu,  Jehovah ;  lo,  all  of  them  are 
*'  one,  and  therefore  called  one ;  lo,  the  three  names  are 
'*  as  if  they  were  one,  and  therefore  are  called  one,  and 
"  they  are  one.  But  by  the  revelation  of  the  Holy  Spirit, 
*'  it  is  made  known,  and  by  the  fight  of  the  eye,  it  may 
be  known,  that  thefe  three  are  one.  And  this  is  the 
myfiery  of  the  voice  which  is  heard  \  the  voice  is  one, 
and  there  are  three  things,  fire,  and  fpirit,  and  water, 
"  and  all  of  them'  are  one,  in  the  myfljery  of  the  voice ; 
"  and  they  are  but  one:  fo  here,  Jehovah^  Elohenu^  Je- 
"  hovahy  they  are  one  9  the  three  forms,  modes,  or  things, 
"  which  are  one  J." 

They  illuftrate  this  unity  by  the  three  names  of  the 
foul  of  man ;  "  The  three  powers  are  all  of  them  one,  the 

«  foul 

*  Bedford's  Scrm.  p.  109.  f  Deraonftr.  Part.  iii.  p.  83. 

t  Zoharjn  Num.  fol.  67.  ap.  Gill.  i.  Job,  v.  7. 


a 
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**  the  tonXf  fpirit,  and  breath.  Thej  are  joined  as  one ; 
^  and  diey  are  one  :  and  all  is  according  to  the  mode  of 
"  die  filUime  mTfiery  *.*' 

As  in  the  Cabbalifiic  tree,  there  are  ten  Sepbirotb  or 
wmmbfTi^  die  firft  is  called  the  chief  Crown,  and  firil  Glorj, 
whole  eflenoe  no  creature  can  comprehend ;  the  fecond 
is  called  Wifdom,  and  the  intelligence  illuminating,  the 
Crown  of  die  creation,  the  Brightneis  of  equal  Unity,  who 
b  ezahed  above  every  head,  and  the  fecond  Glory ;  and 
die  third,  lanttfying  Underftanding,  the  worker  and  pa- 
rent of  £uth.  They  aflert  that  thefe  three  firft  numbers 
are  inteDediial,  and  not,  like  the  other  feven,  properties  or 
attiibiites  f.  On  the  fame  fubjed  it  is  faid  *,  ^  Between 
^  him  who  produces,  and  thojle  who  are  produced,  there  is 
^  no  diiezence.  But  he  and  they  are  all  one,  and  the  fame 
^  eflenoe ;  in  which,  in  three  points  or  monads,  are  form- 
**  ed  tie  Crown^  Wifdom^  and  Underjlanding :  and  in  thefe 
'*'  ate  comprehended  all  the  reft  of  the  Sepbirotb^  or  Nu- 
**  meratioos  %.  Rabbi  Judah  Levi  (ays ;  ^*  Behold  the  my- 
**  fieij  of  the  numberer,  the  number,  and  the  numbered. 
**'  In  the  bofom  of  God  it  is  one  thing  ;  in  the  bofom  of 
^  man,  three :  becaufe  he  weighs  with  his  underftanding, 
**  and  fpeaks  with  his  mouth,  and  writes  with  his  hand  ||." 

1  ihall  only  add  that,  amidft  all  the  zeal  of  the  Jews  for 
the  divine  unity,  the  very  maimer  in  which  they  exprefs 
diis  dodrine  implies  a  conviftion  of  myftery.  For  it  is 
QQc  of  the  articles  of  their  creed,  that  '^  God  is  one  by 
**  an  onsty  peculiar  to  himfelf,"   or  which  hath  nothing 

**  fimilar 

*  Id.  in  Excd.  fol.  7^ .  obi  fup. 

t  Sq>her  Jct2ira,  R.  Menahem,  ibid. 

\  Afis  Runonim,  cap.  ti.  ap.  Jof.  de  Voilia,  Obf.  ad  Martini  Pug. 
Fidti,  p.  400. 

ti  Tikkuce  Zohar,  ap.  Gi'.l  ubi  fup. 
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«<  fimilar  to  it*."  But  if  the  divine  unity  neoeflarilj  iln<' 
plies  a  fubfiftence  in  one  perfon,  inftead  of  being  pecalistr, 
it  is  juft  fuch  ah  unity  as  belongs  to  every  creature.  By 
tlus  article^  the  Jews  undoubtedly  ^wifh  to  difKngnifli  die 
unity  <^  God  from  that  of  all  other  beings.  But  the  So- 
cinian  creed,  in  this  inflance,  is  evidently  firamed  with  an 
expreis  defign  to  aiBmilate  the  divine  nature  to  every 
other. 


CHAP.    VII. 

Of  the  DoBrine  of  the  yews,  in  exprefs  reference  to  thi 
Messiah,  both  at  the  time  of  our  Saviour'/  appearasscif 
'    and  in  fucceeding  ages. 

TT  has  been  already  proved^  that  Fhilo  afcribes  real 
^  perfonality  to  the  Logos^  that  he  exhibits  him  at  God*  "* 
and  that  he  gives  him  all  the  fcriptural  diaradeia  of  die 
Meffiah.  We  have  alfo  feen,  that  the  Paraphrafb  ddcribed 
the  fame  perfon  under  the  name  of  Memra,  reprefentiiif 
liim  as  diftind  from  the  Father;  as  his  Angel  or  Meflenger,, 
and  yet  truly  God ;  and  applying  to  him  that  fcriptuill 
language,  which  m  their  time  was  univerially  allowed  to 
denote  the  Meffiah.  The  opinions  of  fome  later  Jews, 
concerning  the  name  yebovab,  a  plurality  in  the  divine 
eflence,  and  the  Angel  whom  they  call  Metatrfm^  hBkvt 
been  alfo  confidered.  Thence  it  appears,  that  .there  is  no 
juft  ground  to  doubt,'  that  they  have  ftill  had  fome  tra- 
ditionary belief  with  refped  to  the  dgdrine  of  a  Tri- 
nity, and  that  they  afcribe  to  this  Angel  what  they  are 
confcious  belongs  only  to  a  divine  perfon. 

But 

•  Ant.  Uiiiv.  Hift.  vol.  Hi.  p.  1 5.    Stchclin's  Tradition  pf  tbc  Jews, 
vol.  ii.  p.  22  c. 
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But  after  aU,  fome  maj  1>e  apt  to  laj,  that  thefe  tefti- 
mooies  are  not  (b  direfi  as  might  have  been  expeded  in  a 
cafe  of  this  nature,  and  that  their  relation  to  the  Meffiah 
is  proved  only  bj  induSion.  Although  this  kind  of  proof 
is  an  diat  can  be  obtained  on  manj  important  fubjeds, 
and  is  of  itfelf  abundantly  fatisfying,  when  the  confequence 
is  natmal;  I  (hall  produce  a  few  paflages  from  the  wri- 
tings of  the  Jews,  in  which  they  expre&ly  declare  their  fen- 
timents  cooGeming  the  Mefliah  himfelf^  or  the  circum- 
flances  of  his  iq»pearance. 

The  ideas  df  the  ParaphraftSy  with  refpefi  to  the  MefSah, 
qipear  firom  their  interpretation  of  Pial.  xlv.  which  they 
^(dy  to  him  by  name,  ver.  3.  It  is  Cud  on  ver.  12.  that 
'^  diis  King  fliaD  defire  the  beauty  of  the  congregation  of 
^  Ifirad :"  and  the  reafon  is,  **  For  he  is  thy  Lord  God, 
^  and  thoQ  ilialt  woribip  him  *." 

It  has  been  already  (een,  that  they  tmderftood  Pfigd.  ex.  as 
iddreflcd  to  the  Word,  and  that  not  one  of  the  Phlriiees 
could  lefiife  the  juftnefs  of  our  Saviour's  interpretation, 
lifaen  he  applied  it  to  the  Meffiah.  But,  even  in  later 
ages,  this  ^ialm  has  been  underftood  in  the  fame  fenfe. 
R.  Saadias  Graon,  when  explaining  thefe  words,  Dan.  vii. 
13.  And  lo  !  one  like  unto  the  Son  of  manf  came  with  the 
demds  of  heaven^  lajs  \  **  This  is  Meffiah,  our  righteouf- 
**  ne&,'as  it  is  written,  The  Lord  Jaid  unto  my  Lord,  Sit 
"  thorn  at  my  right  hand^**  &c  \.  In  Midrafch  Tehillim, 
it  b  oblerved,  that  thele  words,  Tiou  art  my  Son^  Pfa.  ii. 
ase  addrefled  to  the  fame  perfon,  to  whom  it  is  ikld,  Sit 
thorn  at  my  right  hand%. 

Indeed,  in  thb  P£dm,  the  language  is  not,  Jehovah  Jaid 
nmo  Jehovah^  but  mnto  Adonai.    According  to  R.  Solomon 

Jarchi 

•  See  Bedford's  Serm.  p  383. 

t  lUxmniidi  Mutini  Pugio  FiJti,  p.  398. 

:  Ibid,  p.  39p. 
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Jarchi,  the  name  Adonai  is. holy  and  proper  to  God.  For, 
commenting  on  the  words  of  Lot  to  the  Angel  who  fpoke 
to  him  in  the  perfon  of  God,  Gen.  xix.  19.  Ob  I  not  fo, 
my  Lord,  he  fays ;  '*  Our  Dodors  have  obferved,  that  this 
name  Adonai  is  holy,  becaufe  it  is  faid  of  it,  that  tbou 
Jbouldefl  fave  my  life.  For  he,  in  whole  power  it  is,  to 
"  kill  and  make  alive,  is  God  ♦." 

Nothing  can  more  clearly  prove,  that  the  modern  Jews 
find  themfelves  a£^  much  at  a  lols,  as  their  fatiiers  were,  to 
explain  the  paflagc  coniiflently,  without  admitting  the 
Deity  of  the  Mef&ah,  than  their  having  recourfe  to  the 
miferable  ihift  of  applying  this.Pialm,  as  well  as  the 
fecond,  wholly  to  David,  as  merely  refpefting  his  fecurity 
from  temporal  enemies  f-  Why  have  they  abandoned  the 
interpretation  univerfally  admitted  by  their  anceftors,  but 
from  a  conviction  that  they  cannot  grant  that  it  belongs  to 
the  Meffiah,  in  a  proper  fenfe,  to  fit  on  the  right  hand  of 
God,  without  granting  at  the  fame  time  that  he  is  the 
fellow  of  the  Lord  of  hofts  ? 

In  Midrafch  Tillim,  Pfal.  xxiv.  i .  The  earth  is  the  Lord^s^ 
&c.  is  thus  explained  :  "  /  am  the  Lord  that  maketh  all 
things^  that  flretcbedforth  the  heavens  alone^  that  fpreadetb 
abroad  the  earth  hy  myfelf;'*  or  "  by  him  who  is  with 
me^  (Ifa.  xliv.  24.)  Who  is  this  with  me  /  David  faid 
*^  before  die  blefifed  God,  fince  thou  haft  created  the  hea- 

"  vens 

*  Ibid.  p.  59S. 

■f  Rex  David  de  fcipfoconipofult,  cum  ejus  fervi  jtirailent  non  permifruro* 
fcfe,  ut  amplius  cum  iis  in  acicm  fe  confenit,  a  Sam.  xxi— 'Hunc  ergo 
nalmum  <  uncepit  Tub  perfona  fervorum  et  fubditorum,  jurejunndo  faa 
prohibentiu*n  eura  prodire  in  acicm  ;  licque  facienda  eft  expofitio  :  Dixit  * 
Dominus  Domino  meo  Davidi,  Tede  in  domo  mca,  et  in  deztram 
nicam  ac  rubur  nieum  BJuciam  reponito,  dextra  cnira  Domiiii  forti- 
tudincm  cxercet.  Eft  proinde  fenfus  :  Non  opus  eft  ut  tu  te  in  bellum 
prodeas,  dextra  enim  Dei  pro  tc  pugnat,  atque  Dea  B.  ponet  inimicos 
tuos  Icabellum  pedum  tuoium,  ficc.  Chizzouk  £muunah.  Par.  I.  cvp.  4^. 
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«<  veas  and  the  earth  by  thy  Name,  I  afcribe  them  to  thy 
**.  Naniit,  dying,  Tie  earth  is  tie  Lord's"  But  in  the 
fione  work,  the  Mef&ab  is  (aid  to  be  the  Name  of  God : 
So  OQ  TbL  xviii.  50.  Magnifying  the  fahations  of  ins  King^ 
and  Jbevnmg  mercy  to  his  Mejjjiab ;  ^^  one  fcripture  iSdth; 
^  Magnifying;  and  another,  a  tower;  (referring  to  the 
**  parallel  place,  a  Sam.  xzii.  51.  He  is  a  tower  of  falvatiott 
^  to  his  King).  And  what  is  the  tower^  which  is  made  for 
^  them  ?  The  king  Meffiah  ihall  be  as  a  tower,  as  it  is 
^  writtm,  Prov.  xviii.  10.  The  Name  of  the  Lord  is  a 
**'  ^fimng  tower :  thither  the  righteous  runneth^  and  isfafe  *•" 
It  has  bcea  ieen,  that,  according  to  Fhilo,  the  Logos  is  the 
Name  of  the  Lord. 

In  Echa  Rabbati  on  Lam.  i.  16.  we  have  theie  words ; 

"^  What  i^  the  name  of  the  king  Meffiah  ?    R.  Abba  hath 

**  fiudt  JiHOVAH  is  his  name ;  as  it  is  declared,  Jer.  xxiii.  5* 

**  And  this  is  his  name^  hy  which  they  Jbatt  call  him^  Je- 

**  BOVAH  our  Righteoufnefs.    R.  Jofhuaben  Levi  hath  faid» 

^  The  Branch  is  his  name  *,  as  it  b  written,  Zech.  vi«  12. 

^  Behold  the  man  whofe  name  is  the  Branch.     There  are 

**•  Come  who  iay.  The  Comforter^  the  Son  of  the  mighty 

^  God  ;  as  it  is  laid.  Lam.  i.  i6.     Becauje  the  Comforter^^ 

^  is  far  from  mf .— — Thofe  of  the  honie  of  R.  Chaninah 

**  have  laid,  his  name  is  Gracious ;  sis  it  is  written,  Jer. 

^  zvL  13.  /  will  not  give  the  gracious  one.     Thole  of  the 

**  honlie  of  Jannai  have  (aid,  Innon  is  his  name,  P£d.  Ixxii. 

^  17.  Before  the  fun  Jball  his  name  be  filiated.     R.  Biba 

^  hadi  laid,  his  name  is  Luminous ;  as  it  is  declared,  Dan* 

"  iL  ai.  And  light  fhall  dwell  with  him  f." 

They  thus  explain  PlaL  xxi.  i.  7he  king  fhall  joy  in  thy 
Hrength^  &c.    ^  R.  Nachmaa  hath  laid,  Who  is  this  King 
Vol.  I.  F  ''of 

*  MaxtJui  Pu{.  p  5S5. 
\  Ibid.  p.  t%y 
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**  of  Glory  f  TOift  Lord  of  hojlsy  ht  is  the  King  of  Ghry. 
**  Our  mailers  have  faid  \  No  king  of  fleih  and  blood  is 
"  invefted  with  his  crown.  But  the  holy  God  Tirill  give  it 
**  to  the  king  Mefliah ;  as  it  is  faid,  (v.  3.)  Tbom  fetttfl 
**'  a  crown  of  pure  gold  upon  bis  head.  No  king  of  fldk 
^  and  blood  is  clothed  with  his  purple.  And  what  is  it  ? 
^  Confeffiony  authority,  reverence,  pfaife  and  ^ory;  aa 
«<«  it  is  (aid,  Pikl.  civ.  i.  ^bou  art  clothed  with  confeffUm 
^  ^and  tnajefty.  And  of  the  king  MeiBab,  it  is  written, 
<'  (FUsd.  xxi.  5.)  His  glory  it  great  in  thy  fahatimu  But 
'*  God  hath  called  Mofes  by  hL>  name  ;  as  i^  is  written*  Se$^ 
*^  I  havt  made  thee  a  god  to  Pharaoh^  Ex.  viib  i.  an4  b 
*^  I&ael ;  /  have  faid  ye  aregodsf  Pfa.  Inyji,  6.  And  he 
*^  calls  the  king  Mefliah  by  his  name.  Jehovah  is  his 
'*  name.  For  it  is  laid,'£z*  xv.  3.  7he  Lord  is  a  man  of 
**  war,  Jehovah  is  his  name^  And  it  is  written  of  Ae 
*'  king  Mefliah,  ^[his  is  the'  name  by  which  they  Jball  call 
''  &i»ir^  Jehovah  our  Righteoufnefs.  JemCdcm  alfo  is  called 
^  by  his  name ;.  And  the  name  of  the  city  fhcM  bsg  Js« 
**  HoVAH  is  there,  £iek.  zlviii.  3^  •.*• 

The.  Jews  cannot  refiife  that  the  name  Jehdtah  is  gtwtsi 
to  the  Meifiah.  But  &om  their  obduracy,  and  from  their 
hatred  of  the  Chrifiian  Do^kinc,  diey  wilh  to  derogate 
from  the  honour  neceflarily  implied  in  this  afdriptiociy  bjr 
referring  to  the  language  ufed  with  refped  to  Mofiss,  I&neL 
and  Jeruiklem.  However^  they  know  abundantly,  welli 
that  the  name  Elobim  is  not  like  that  of  yihovahf  incom-' 
municable ;  that,  although  Jeruiklem  received  this  [nattSt 
as  conjoined  with  anotlier  word,  this  entirely  alters,  the  na- 
ture of  the  deiignation  ;  and  that  the  name  is  never  giv^ 
either  iimply,  or  with  /oarf,.  as  the  Jews  exprcCLit,  that  is, 

in 

•  Midrafch  Tehil.  up.  Martini  Pog.  p.  517. 

f  Vid.  GUffii  Grammat.  Sacr.  i»  p.  533,  *    "  ' 


Cbap.  VIL    tm  expnfs  ttfertnct  to  tie  Mefftab^  Sec*        83 

ia  cunncxioo  with  fucb  a  houn  as  that  hett  fignirying  jufi, 
ID  anjr  creature  whatlbever.  It  has  already  been  proved, 
tbit»  even  according  to  the  acknowledgment  of  Maimo* 
nidcs*  die  name  Jtbovab  is  inconiir.iinicable. 

In  Uu  lamiL  5.  it  is  (aid.  In  that  icy  JbaUthe  Lord  of 
hafbhifiir  a  crown  (f  ghry^  and  for  a  diadem  of  biouiyf 
imto  iber^fidne  of  bis  people.  Jonathan  renders  thefe  words) 
'^  In  that  time  ihallthe  Mefliidi  of  the  Lord  of  hbfis  be  for 
'^  a  crown»"  He.  Fot  Jebovab  in  the  original,  he  fabfii- 
Qttes  Ac  name  of  MeiBah.  llus  plainly  iheti^  that  he 
eoofideied  h  as  the  lame  privilege  to  the  church,  to  have 
Uie  Mefliah  for  a  cro\ni  of  glory,  as  to  hkve  jebovab  him- 
tdf ;  and  of  cMrfiQ  that  he  confidered  the  Mefliah  as  eflen- 
daS^  JAovah,  It  u  well  known,  that  the  Jews  have  fuch 
a  fciieinifln  fiur  die  Targom  of  this  writer,  that  they 
aknbe  to  it  fiomething  divine.  And  it  may  well  be  fup- 
poled*  that  he  woold  not  have  dared  to  give  fnch  a  para« 
phiafie,  had  it  not  been  generally  believed  by  the  Jews 
of  dat  age,  by  the  more  enlightened  part  at  leaft,  that 
the  MelBah  (hould  be  God. 

I  h9;ve  fohnerly  quoted  a  parage  from  JufHn  Martyr, 
tdudi  dearly  proves  his  full  perfuafion,  that,  in  his  time,  the 
Biore  learned  atnong  the  Jews,  admitted  that  the  MefSah 
ihoDid  be  die  adorable  God  *•  Now,  he  afletts  this,  even 
sfier  Trypho  had  endeavoured  to  draw  a  Veil  over  this 
part  of  dieir  creed.  The  latter,  indeed,  notwithfianding 
an  the  evidences  of  obduracy,  and  of  a  contentious  fpirit, 
which  Jnftin  lays  to  his  charge,  and  which  undoubtedly 
appear  in  the  coiirfe  of  the  difpute,  had  not  effrontery  enough 
to  affirm  that  none  of  the  jewiih  Doftors  believed  the  divini- 
ty of  the  Mefliah.  Juftin  had  aiked  him,  ^  If  it  was  ac- 
^  knowledged  by  the  Jews,  that  any  odier  was  entitled  to 

Fa  ^*  adoration, 

*  See  abore,  p.  la. 
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^  adoration,  and  was  Lord  and  God,  befides  him  who  re- 
**  ceives  this  name  in  Scripture,  the  maker  of  all,  and  tbe 
**  Meffiah^  whofe  incarnation  the  whole  tenor  of  fcriptnre 
"  declares  ?"  Trypho  replies ;  "  How  can  we  acknowledge 
'*  this  ?  Since  we  have  made  it  a  queJUon^  whether  there  be 
<<  any  other  befides  the  Father  only  *.''  Had  not  Trypho 
been  conDcious  that  many  of  his  brethren  expeded  a  di- 
vine M eiliah,  he  would  never  have  exprefied  him&lf  in  thb 
manner.  Nor  would  Juilin  have  aiTerted  that  they  did,  af- 
ter Trypho  had  attempted  to  avoid  fo  important  a  con- 
ceffion,  had  he.  not  been  fully  perfuaded  of  the  troth  of  his 
allegation. 

Some  of  the  later  Jews,  amidft  all  their  ftudied  cbfcnri- 
ty,  plainly  diicover  a  convidion  with  refped  to  the  incama- 
tion  of  a  divine  perfon.  For  thefe  words  concerning  Abra* 
ham,  And  the  Lord  appeared  to  him  in  the  plain  of  Momt 
rej  Gen.  xviiL  i.  are  thus  explained :  ^  This  is  as  if  tbe 
'*  ibripture  had  (aid;  though  afterwards' thefe  Jbatl  be 
^*  fttrrounded  with  my  Jkin^  and  out  of  my  Jlejb  I  Jbatt  fee 
^'  God^*  (Job  ^-  26.)  The  preceding  words  fo  clear- 
ly point  out  the  Meiliah,  that  it  cannot  be  fuppo&d  that 
thefe  interpreters  meant  to  apply  them  in  any  other 
fenfe :  For  I  know  that  my  Kinfman-Redeemer  Hveth,  and 
that  beJhaUJland  up  the  latter  one  upon  the  earthy  ver. 

35 1. 

R.  Solomon  Jarchi  obferves  on  this  place,  that   *'  A- 

*^  braham  delired  to  (land,  but  God  iiud  to  him.  Sit  down. 

"  For 

*  Kayu  uwot,  /in  rt  aAA«v  rma  irfBaxuv^rtt,  %at  xvptot,  Kmt  Stov  \ty- 
/Kivof  tt  rmig  ypafatc  voicrc  tttai,  v^Jmw  rv  mrtf  voiiro-cvrff;  to  weit,  . 
TAi  TM  Kftrv,  ec  iia.  ruf  rwvuTOf  ypaf09  ttwitti^^Bw  v/uw  tn^fove 
>fve>(4ivoff ;  K«<  0  Tfvfovt  *t»i  rm  /vra/tfOa  rivai  •/MX^yMcm  •won  ii  »«« 
mwos  Tt(  %rl  srxiif  th  iraxfi  ^•vn,  nr»  rocawTM  ^nrnwt^  cyoito-tt/^fU; 
Dial.  p.  293. 

f  Bcrefchit  kctaoDi,  ap.Martiiii  Bia%.  p.  571. 
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**  For  thou  art  a  ftiiking  fign  to  thj  poAeritj.  For  it 
^  fhaU  oome  to  pals,  that  I  will  ftand  in  the  counfel  of 
^  die  judges;  as  it  is  fiud  (PlkL  Izzzii.  i.)  Th$  Lord 
^  fiamdub  in  tie  ajjembfy  of  the  gods  *." 

Ia  the  days  of  the  Meffiah,  the  Jews  expeAed  fidva- 
tion  immediately  from  God,  as  oppofed  to  the  band  of 
manf.  According  to  this  view,  the  Paraphrafis  render 
2^ech.  iL  lo.  *'  Sing  and  rejoice,  O  church  of  2Uon,  be- 
**  canfe  behold  i  I  will  reveal  myfeU^  and  place  my  di"> 
^  vinity  in  the  midft  of  thee,  faith  the  Lord:  and  ma- 
^  ny  nations  {hall  join  themfislves  to  the  people  of  the 
**  LfOrd  in  that  day,  and  ye  ihall  know  that  die  Lord 
^  hatli  fent  me  to  prophefy  unto  you."  Nothing  can  be 
mote  evident  than  that  they  confider  the  fpeaker  as  a 
divine  perfen ;  and  yet  as  a  meflenger,  and  as  dedaiing 
that  be  would  afi  the  part  of  a  prophet  to  his  church,  at 
the  iame  time  that  he  placed  his  divinity  in  the  midft  of 
her.  It  defierves  our  attention,  that  fome  of  the  Jewilh 
writers  have  explained  this  pafTage  by  what  is  iaid,  chap, 
is.  9.  Bebold,  tly  king  cometb  unto  tbee  %• 

R.  Motes  Hadarfchan,  after  quoting  thefe  words,  Cant, 
i.  4.  We  wiUbtgladand  rejoice  in  tbee^  fiibjoins  ;  ^*  When 
^  fhaU  thb  be  ?  When  the  captives  fhaU  afcend  from  hell, 
^  and  the  Shechinah  (or  Divinity)  on  their  head  ^  as  it  is 
"^  (aid,  Mic  ii.  13.  And  tbeir  king  JbaU pafs  before  tbem, 
**  and  tbe  Lord  on  tbe  bead  oftbetn"  To  the  fame  purpofe 
it  is  faid,  in  Berefchit  rabba  on  Gen.  zliv.  18.  ^  When 
"  (hall  we  rejoice  ?  When  the  feet  of  the  Divinity  (hall 
^  fiand  on  the  mount  of  Olives ;  as  it  is  written,  Zech.  xiv. 
^  4.  And  bis  feet  JbaU  fiand  on  tbdt  day  on  tbe  mount  of 
-  OUvesW." 

F3  It 

9  Maitiii.  loc.  fiip.  cit  t  Onht  Spicileg.  vol  i.  p.  35!. 

t  Wdnktk,  Canticor.  ap.  Martini  Pag.  p,  51a. 

I  Martini  Png .  p.  tffj.    Onbe  Spicilcf .  vol.  i.  p.  364. 
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• 

It  is  very  remarkable,  that  they  even  fpeak  of  this  e- 
yeilt  as  paft.  Thus,  in  Midrafch  TiUim,  it  is  iaid,  in  an* 
fwet  to  that  quefiioo  from  P£d.  x.  i.  Why  Jlmitfi  thm 
afar  off^  0  Lordf  *^  This  is  as  if  it  had  been  laid,  jittd 
'*  it  canu  to  pafs  that^  as  be  cried^  they  would  not  bear^ 
*}  Zech.  viL  13.  R.  Jochanan  fiud;  Three  years  and  a 
*^  half  was  the  Shechinah  (landing  on  the  moont  of  Olives, 
^*  and  crying.  Seek  the  Lordy  while  he  nuy  befoumdy  callup- 
^*  on  him  while  he  is  neatj  lia.  Iv.  6.**'  It  is  90  leis  remaric* 
able,  that  they  limit  the  duration  of  this  fblemn  addrels 
from  the  Divinijty,  exadly  according  to  the  time  generally 
allott^  to  the  perional  miniftry  of  the  Son  of  God. 

Even  Maimonides  {ays ;  **  Behold,  it  is  explained  imtp 
f  ^  thee,  that  our  Rabbies  were  of  opinion,  that  in  proceis  oC 
^  time  all  the  Ifraelites  fhonld  receive  another  law,  as  be* 
V  ioTt^t  immediately  from  the  mouth  of  the  blefled  God  f  ** 

Perhaps,  it  is  in  this  fenfe  that  we  are  to  underfiand 
the  high  afipriptions  of  the  Jews  to  the  M effiah  in  his  pro- 
phetical charader.  Abarbanel  acknowledges  that  he  ihaU 
be  greater  than  Moies,  and  that  '^thofe  things  which  lie 
f*  hid  in  the  hearts  of  men  ihall  be  clearly  known  to 
f*  him  J. '  Gcrfon  fays ;  "  And  it  fliall  come  to  pals,  that 
'^  a  certain  prophet  fliall  arife,  who  ihall  at  the  fame  time  be  • 
'^  a  prophet  10  all  the  nations  of  the  earth;  and  this  ihall 
f*  be  the  kmg  Meiliah;  as  it  is£ud  in  Midrafch  that  the 
"  M  effiah  fliall  be  far  greater  than  Mofes  \*'  It  is  no| 
eafy  to  account  for  fuch  language  on  the  idea  of  their  being 
iati  fied  in  their  minds,  that  he  is  to  be  **  no  other  than  a 
^*  man  like  themfelves." 

To 

•  Maitini  Pog.  p.  661, 

f  De  Fundaisentis,  lib.  iiL  c.  19.    Bedford,  p.  3t«. 

1  Ad  Jef.  xi.  ap  Lampe  in  Joan,  vi,  14. 

Q  Id  l^geiB,  fol.  ifi.  ibid. 
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• 

To  the  Mefliah  they  afcribe  tbe  power  of  taking  away  fin. 
"  Tlie  purificatioB  which  the  Mefiiah  will  make,  Ihall  be 
**  for  die  caqnadon  of  fin  in  general,  for  deftrojring  tranf- 
^  greffioQ  and  making  an  end  of  fin,  which  retains  man* 
"  kind  vider  its  7(dLe.  For  as  the  firft  man  was  the  fiift 
«  friio  finned,  lb  Mefliah  (hall  be  the  laft,  who  (hall  com- 
^  pklielj  take  away  fin  *• 

According  to  tbis  Tiew,  are  thefe  words,  Pfal.  ii.  12. 
Kifo  tie  Som^  explained :  ^  This  may  be  illuftrated  by  a  pa- 
^  irnhle.  A  certain  King  was  angry  with  his  fubjeds. 
**  They  therefore  went,  and  made  his  Son  their  friend,  that 
^  dins  they  might  conciliate  the  mind  of  their  King.  The 
**  Son  departed,  and  reconciled  his  Father,  as  they  had  re-. 
^  ooDc3ed  tothemfelves  the  Son.  They  went  to  give  thanks 
**  to  die  King.  Bnt  the  King  faid  to  them :  You  give 
**  thanks  to  me ;  but  go  and  ofFer  them  to  my  Son.  For 
^  had  it  not  been  for  him,  I  fhould  have  deftroyed  the  pro- 
**  Tince  f ."  The  introduction  of  this  parable,  as  an  il- 
bftration  of  the  text,  is  entirely  ma/aprvpos,  unlefi  it  be 
meant,  ifot  only  that  the  >on  reconciles  us  to  the  Father,  but 
that  be  has  a  juil  claim  to  the  fame  honour  and  worihip 
which  are  given  to  the  Father. 

An  ancient  tradition  is  mentioned  in  Berefchit  Rabba 
on  Gen.  xlii.  6.  that  *^  ten  kings  fhould  reign  from  the 
•*  beginning  of  the  world  to  the  end  of  it ;  of  whom  the 
**  firft  b  the  Bkfied  God,  and  the  laft  the  Mefliah,  accor- 
^  ding  to  Plal.  izxii.  8.  Dan.  ii.  3^.  44.  and  that  in  this 
^  faft  king  die  kingdom  fliould  return  to  the  Lord  the 
**  rightful  owner,  and  that  thus  he  who  was  the  firft  king 
**  fhould  be  the  lafl  %"     It  is  faid  in  another  work,  that 

F  4  "the 

•  Neve  Sdialom,  lib.  iz.  c.  5.    Voifin,  Obfenr.  p.  39S. 
f  Miiirafch  Tiilim  ap.  Lampe  in  Joan.  i.  18. 
t  Mutini  Pi>|K);  P-  31^*    Lainpc  in  Joan.  i.  53. 
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''  the  crown  of  the  blefled  God  is  not  put  on  him  who  is 
**  mam  onfy  :  but  God  hath  put  it  on  the  blefled  king  Mef- 
**  fiah  *."  It  alfo  deferves  our  attention,  that  even  the 
modem  Jews,,  in  their  commentaries  on  Gen.  i.  a.  lay, 
that  the  Spirit  of  God,  that  moved  on  the  face  of  the  waierSf 
is  the  Spirit  of  the  king  Meffiah  f. 

Thus,  in  direft  contrarietj  to  our  author's  teftimony,  the 
Jewifh  writers  oppofe  the  MeiBah  to  a  mere  man.  To  him 
they  alfo  aicrihe  the  work  of  ndfing  the  dead ;  a  work,  in 
their  opinion,  peculiar  to  God,  at  leaft  when  coniidered  as 
univerfal.  Therefore  they  fay,  that  there  are  three  keys 
**  which  ^rc  not  delivered  to  any  deputy,  that  of  life,  of  rain, 
^'  and  of  the  refurredion  of  the  dead  (.** 

Nor  is  the  dodrine  of  the  miraculous  conception  of  the 
Meiliah  totally  loft  among  them.  In  the  Jpruialem  Tal- 
mud, it  is  faid  that  the£e  woi^  Pial.  cx~.  3.  From  the  womht 
from  the  mornings  fhaU  he  the  dew  ofthyyouthy  arc  to  be  ex- 
plained by  Mic.  V.  *].  Ai  a  dew  from  the  Lordy — that  tart 
rieth  not  for  man,  nor  waitethfor  the  Jons  of  men  ||. 

On  Gen.  zzxvii.  22.   R.  Mofes  Hadarfchan  declares  his 

fentiments  in  theie  words :  '^  The  Redeemer,  whom  I  will 

'^  raife  up  from  among  you,  ftiall  not  have  a  father,  ac- 

^'  cording  to  Zech.  vi^  12.  Behold  the  man  whofe  name  is 

^'  the  Branch,  and  hejhall grow  up  out  of  bis  place*     So 

*<  alfo  Ifa.  liii.  2.  And  he  Jhall  grow  up  before  him  as  a 

"  tetider  plants  and  as  a  root  out  of  a  dry  ground.     So  alfo 

<«  David  fays  of  him,  Pfal.  ex.  3.  From  the  womby  Sec.     In 

''  fuie,  it  is  written,  PfaL  ii.  7.  This  day  I  have  begotten 

**  thee  $/' 

R.  Solo- 

*  Tanchuma,  fol.  2S.  ap.  Lampe  ibid. 

f  Berefchit  Rabba.  Owen  on  Heb.  i.  1.  2. 

\  Gcrfon  ad  Deut.  zixiv.  10.  Talmud,  &c.  ap.  Lampe  in  Joan.  r.  21. 

II  Obferv.  J.  dc  Voifin  in  Profcm.  Martini  Pug.  Fid.  p.  1*5. 

I  Ibid. 
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R.  Solomon  Jarchi  obfiervcs  on  Ka.  vii.  14.  Beboldj  a 
vtrgm^flfoB  amaivef  &c.  "  There  are  Ibme'who  iky  that 
"  this  was  made  the  figp,  becanfe  a  virgin  Jidi  non 
^  afta  gmuratiomi  *.'*  Indeed,  the  moil  of  their  writer^ 
ffn^f^-ftan^  the  parage  of  Hezekiah,  or  of  the  fon  of  the 
prophet ;  as  the  fign  of  Jndah's  deliverance.  But  they  do 
not  coofine  themfelves  to  this  application.  .  In  Bemidbar 
ndMh  (left.  4.)  the  prophecy  ia  viewed  as  ultimately  re- 
{pefiing  the  Mefliah.  For  it  is  bid ;  **  Hezekiah  of  him-. 
^  fielf  knew  the  Uefled  God.  For  it  b  written  of  him, 
"  ver.  15.  Butter  amdhfrney  JbaU  he  cof,  that  he  may  know 
"  to  refkft  the  m/,  and  ehooji  the  good.  In  like  manner 
«  hath  the  king  Mefliah  known  the  blefled  God  f /' 

The  words  of  the  daughters  of  Lot,  Gen.  xix.  34.  That 
we  me^frejeroe  feed  of  our  Father^  are  thos  explained  ; 
^  R.  Tanchnma  hath  (aid ;  It  is  not  written  afan^  bat 
^  feed%  that  feed,  viz.  which  Ihall  come  from  another 
V  place,  and  that  is  M effiah  %:* 

On  Gen.  iv.  25.  The  Lord  hath  appointed  me  another  feed^ 
itb  ob&rved ;  *'  R.  Tanchuma,  in  the  name  of  R.  Sa- 
**  muel,  hath  faid ;  This  is  that  feed  which  fliall  arife  from 
^  another  place.  And  what  is  that  ?  It  is  the  king  Mef- 
^  fiah  ||.  The  fame  language  is  elfewhere  afcribed  to  R. 
^  Nechoniah  and  R.  Jacob  the  (on  of  Abbin  {.'* 

To  the  lame  purpole  there  is  a  remarkable  paflage  in 
Berefchit  Rabba ;  '*  R.  Jolhua  the  fon  of  Levi  hath  (aid  ; 
^  Come  and  fee  that  the  way  of  the  blefled  God  is  not 
'^  like  that  of  flelh  and  blood.  For  fleih  and  blood  wounds 

"  with 

•  Obferv.  J.  de  Voiiin  in  Proem.  Martini  Pug.  Fid.  p.  11^. 

f  Ibid.  p.  124. 

%  Beicfchit  ketinnah  ap.  Martini  Pug.  2S4. 

H  Bcxcfchit  Rabba,  i1>id. 

)  Bfidrafch  Ruth,  ibid. 
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<<  with  a  Ictaife,  and  heab  with  a  plufter.  But  th^ 
#<  waj  of  the.blefled  God  is  not  of  this  nature.  For  he 
^  heab  bj  the  very  means  bj  which  he  wounds.  It  is 
**  this  that  is  written,  Jer.  xxx.  17.  For  I  will  njlore 
f*  bioltb  to  tbeif  oMd  will  heal  thee  of  thy  woumdt.  And 
^  this  (halt  thou  find  in  Jofeph  and  in  Ifrael,  when  he  ihall 
'<  heal  them  b j  the  very  means  by  which  he  hath  wound- 
^  ed  them.  Did  not  Ifrael  fin  in  a  virgin  ?  as  it  is  writ- 
^*  ten,  Ezek.  zxiii  3.  7bere  they  bruifed  the  teats  of  their 
**  virginitjf.  And  they  are  puniihed  in  a  virgin ;  as  it  is 
'*  faidy  Lam.  v.  ix.  7bey  tmi/bedthe  women  in  Ziont  the 
**  virgins  in  the  cities  ofjudah.  But  he  will  return  and 
'<  give  comfort  by  a  virgin ;  as  it  is  declared,  Jei^.  zxzi.  ai« 
^'  aa.  Tkni  ugain^  0  virgin  of  Ifrael;  turn  again  to  thefi 
^  thy  cities.  How  long  wilt  thou  go  about^  O  backjiiding 
**  damghter  f  For  the  Lord  hatb  created  a  new  thing  he  the 
*'  earthy  A  woman  Jball  compafs  a  man.  R.  Hunah,  in  the 
f<  name  of  R.  Idi.  und  R.  Joihua  the  fon  of  Levi,  have  fiud; 
H  This  is  the  king  Meifiah,  of  whom  it  is  fidd,  P£&L  ii.  7. 
^*  7o  doy  have  I  begotten  thee.  And  concerning  this  Ifaiah 
ff  lays,  (chap..lxii.  1.)  For  Zion's/aie  will  I  not  hold  my 
f*  peacei-^till  the  juft  One  tbereof go  forth  as  brigbtnefs^  &c. 
^  And  it  is  this  that  the  fcripture  hath  faid,  Judg.  v.  8. 
f*  God  bath  cbofen  new  things  :  then  Jball  be  conquer  the 
*^  gaieSf"  or  as  otherwife  tranflated,  *'  then  Jball  uncleannejs 
"  be/ubduedK' 

From  fuch  paflTages  many  learned  men  have,  without 
any  hefitation,  inferred  that  all  the  Jews,  at  the  time  of  our 
Saviour's  appearance,  were  firmly  perfuaded  of  the  divini- 
ty of  the  promifed  Meffiah.  As  I  would  wifli  invariably 
to  prefer  truth  to  fyilem,  I  mufl  acknowledge,  that,  in  my 
apprehenfion,  the  premifes  will  not  warrant  fo  unlimited  a 

coQclufien, 

*  Martini  Pa|r.  p.  184* 
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coodiifion*  To  me  it  appeftis,  that  the  more  learned  and  in* 
fiifitiye  of  that  age,  fach  efpedally  as  devoted  them&lves  to 
(be  flody  of  fcriptare,  were  conyinced  that  the  Meifiah  waa 
fivetold  in  language  ezpreffive  of  a  divine  charaden  Even 
the  Pharifees,  who  paid  bx  more  regard  to  their  own  tra- 
didoos  than  to  the  doArines  of  revelation,  could  not  refufe 
that  he  was  the  Lord  of  David ;  his  Lord,  in  fo  exalted  a 
fimiey  that  the  idea  ieemed  totally  repugnant  to  that  of  his 
being  his  fon.  Their  inability  to  anfwer  Jefns  (eems  to 
have  proceeded,  in  a  great  meafure,  from  their  unwilling- 
IK&  to  acknowledge  the  juftneis  of  his  claim  of  deity.  It 
csnnot  be  conceived,  that  they  were  ignorant  of  the  current 
dodrine  with  refpefi  to  a  perfonal  Logos.  But  it  may  weU 
be  (iippofed  that,  while  they  knew  that  Che  (cripoire  af« 
cribed  to  the  Meffizh,  both  the  attributes  of  deity,  and  the 
troth  of  humanity,  their  carnal  minds  could  not  eafily  di« 
geft  die  doftrine  of  the  union  of  *two  natures  lb  infinitely 
icmote  in  one  perfun. 

If  the  more  intelligent  Jews  did  not  believe  a  plurality 
k  the  divine  eflence,  it  is  an  unaccountable  circumitance, 
that  they  fliould  never  objefi  to  our  Saviour  the  grols  ah* 
fardity  of  his  dodrine,  when  they  underfiood  him  as  de- 
daring  that  he  was  the  Son  of  God  in  a  proper  fenfe.  If 
die  idea  was  totally  ftrange  to  them,  how  do  they  fo  readily 
put  this  conflmdion  on  his  words.  He  /aid  that  God  loas 
Us  FatieTf  nuMng  himfelf  equal  with  God?  John  v.  i8« 
z.  33*  It  feems  very  clear,  that  the  Jews  here  referred  to 
were  the  rulers,  or  members  of  the  great  Sanhedrim,  who 
are  often  defigned  in  this  manner  by  the  Evangelic  John  *• 
That  they  conneded  the  charafter  of  the  Son  of  God  with 
diat  of  the  Cbrift  or  MeJKab,  is  alfo  evident  from  their  u« 
fing  the  terms  as  both  applicable  to  the  fame  perfon,  Luke 
zziL  67.  70. 

But 

a  See  cbap.  t.  13^  16. 53. 44.  ix.  15.  iS.  22. 
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But  while  it  feems  inconceivable,  that  they  had  no  appre- 
henfions  of  the  deit  j  of  the  Meffiah,  I  am  £ur  fcom  fuppo- 
fing,  that  thej  believed  this  dodrine  in  a  proper  nuomer. 
It  appears  to  have  made  no  impreffion  on  their  minds. 
IThe  truthy  that  they  knew«  ibey  btld  in  tmrigbieoufnefs. 
They  received  not  the  love  of  it.  They  perverted  the 
cleareft  precepts  of  the  law,  in^  order  to  accommodate  them 
to  their  lufts.  And  we  need  not  be  furpriled,  though  this 
great  myftery  fhould  have  had  little  attention  from  them; 
nay*  though  they  fhould  have  attempted  to  obliterate  it 
fit>m  their  minds.  They  were  wholly  bent  on  a  temporal 
falvation.  Therefore,  the  idea  of  a  fpiritual  Meffiah  would 
be  extremely  ungrateful.  It  would  throw  a  gloom  on  their 
bri^teft  profpeds,  and  pour  its  (addening  influence  oo 
their  moft  pleafing  hopes  of  worldly  aggrandizement. 
Thence,  many  of  them  feem  determined  to  rejed  any  one 
who  fhould  appear  as  the  Chrift,  how  great  foever  his  attefla- 
tions ;  if  his  chara&er  did  not  correfpond  to  their  carnal 
inclinations.  It  is  obfervable,  that  the  chief  priefb  and 
fcribes  curtail  the  prophecy  of  Micah,  concerning  the  Ruler 
of  Ifrael.  They  do  not  quote  that  part  of  it  which  re- 
fpeds  his  eternal  exiflence,  Mat.  ii.  i6.  Some,  it  is  evi- 
dent, a&ed  in  direft  contrariety  to  their  own  convidions. 
They  believed  that  Jefus  was  the  Chrift  But  their  £uth 
had  no  influence  on  their  praflice.  They  believed  this  in 
the  fame  manner,  as  Saul  did  the  future  advancement  of 
the  typical  David.  He  knew  well  thai  bejbould  furefy  be 
iingf  and  that  the  kingdom  of  Ifrael  Jhould  he  eJlaUi/bed 
in  his  handy  i  Sam.  xxiv.  20.  Yet  fo  obdurate  was  hk 
heart,  that  he  daily  fought  the  life  of  the  Lord's  anointed. 
Indeed,  that  king  whom  the  Lord  rejeAed  feems,  in  this 
inflance;  to  have  prefigured  thofe  judges  of  Ifrael,  who 
were  alfo  reje6ted  of  him,  becaufe  they  perfecuted  die 
glorious  Antitype. 

3  But 
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But  they  do  not  feem  to  have  made  any  formal  oppofi- 
tion  to  this  doAriney  till  it  appeared  that  Jefus  aflumed 
DO  other  charader  than  that  of  a  fpiritual  Saviour.  For 
when  the  Jews,  that  is^  as  we  may  moft  naturally  fuppofe, 
the  Sanhedrim  fent  priefls  and  Levites  from  Jetofalem  to 
John  Baptift,  they  were  enjoined  to  demand  of  him,  if  he  was 
Elias?  John  i.  19.  ai.  Now  this  queflion  is  evidently  taken 
from  the  prophecy  of  Malachi,  ch.  iii.  i.  in  which  it  is  plain- 
ly declared^  that  the  Angel  of  the  covenant  fhould  be  the 
Lord;  that  Lord  who  was  to  fit  at  the  right  hand  of  God, 
Ffid.  ex.  1.  and  whom  they  were  to  worfttip^  Pial.  xlv.  11. 
and  alio  that  he  fhould  come  to  bis  temple.  We  cannot  fup^ 
pde,  that  they  underftood  the  one  part  of  the  prophecy^ 
and  totally  overlooked  the  other.  Though  they  had  done  fo, 
John's  reply  muft  have  brought  it  to  their  recoUedion.  For 
he  fiud,  /  am  the  voice  of  one  crying  in  the  wUdemefsy  Pre- 
pare ye  the  way  of  the  Lord^  that  is,  of  Jehovah,  ac- 
cording to  the  prophecy  to  which  he  re&rs.  It  is  probable, 
diat  thefe  very  meflengers  heard  the  teftimony  of  John, 
OQ  the  day  following,  when  he  declared  the  pre-exiflencc 
of  Chrift,  in  the  plainell  terms,  faying,  He  was,  or  exijled 
hrfore  0ir,  and  explained  the  nature  of  this  pre-exiftence, 
by  bearing'  record^  that  be  was  the  Son  of  God^  John  i.  30. 
34.  At  any  rate,  as  this  was  uniformly  his  do6hine,  it 
could  not  be  unknown  to  the  Sanhedrim.  Foi  he  declared 
to  the  Phariiees  and  oadduceco,  that  it  belonged  to  Jefus  to 
b^itiie  with  the  Holy  Ghoil,  that  the  church  was  his  floor y 
and  that  eternal  vengeance  was  his  prerogative.  Mat.  iii. 
7.  II.  la. 

Whatever  ideas  the  more  learned  Jews  had  with  re- 
fped  to  the  deity  ot  the  Meiliah,  tliey  feem  to  have 
concealed  them  from  the  common  people.  They  took 
away  the  key  of  knowledge^  Luke  xi.  52.  It  was  natural 
for  them  to  do  fo,*as  a  temporal  lalvation  engrolTed  all 

their 
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their  hopes  and  defires.  For  the  proclamation  of  a  divine 
Mef&ah  muft  have  given  a  fetal  blow  to  their  own  antbo- 
rity ;  as  thej  were  in  general  fuch  carnal  men,  and  fo  no^ 
like  thofe  who  were  prepared  to  welcome  a  fpiritual  Deli- 
verer.  At  this  period,  they  held  the  poor  in  the  greateft 
contempt,  calling  them  "  the  people  of  the  earth,"  and  ac- 
counting them  cur/edf  John  vii.  49.  As  they  knew  not  the 
law,  their  teachers  did  not  wifh  to  make  it  known  to  them; 
The  ignorance  of  the  people  was  the  bafis  of  their  an- 
thority. 

The  dodrine  of  the  divinity  of  the  Meffiah  ieems  to 
have  been  nearly  loft  among  the  vulgar.  Of  this  die 
gofpel-hiftory  affords  various  evidences.  Even  Jofeph  and 
Mary  appear  to  have  little  acquaintance  with  it.  AW 
though  they  knew,  by  immediate  revelation,  that  Jefits 
was  the  pfomifed  Meffiah,  the  proofe  of  his  divinity  ra- 
ther excited  admiration  than  wrought  conviffion  in  their 
minds.  When  he  (aid  to  them,  IVi/l  ye  not  that  I  Jbmdd 
be  about  my  Father*  s  bufinefs  ?  they  underftood  not  the  faying. 
With  refped,  not  only  to  this  reply,  but  to  what  had  been 
fpoken  by  the  (hepherds,  by  Simeon,  and  by  Anna,  it  is 
declared  thlt  Mary  kept  all  theft  fayings  in  her  hearty  Loke 
ii.  49.  51. 

l^his  doflrinc,  indeed,  feems  to  have  been  as  unaccepta- 
ble to  fome  of  the  common  people,  as  to  thole  of  fuperior 
rank.  For  when  Jefm  declared,  that  he  was  the  bread  that 
came  down  from  heaven,  they  murmured  at  himy  foying^  Is 
not  this  Jefus,  the  fan  of  Joffh}  John  vi.  41.  4a.  But 
thefe  were  Galileans,  who  were  more  grolsly  ignorant  than 
others  j  who  fat  in  darknefs,  and  in  the  region  of  the  fha- 
dow  of  death,  ll'a.  ix.  i.  2.  It  may  be  fuppofed,  that 
thofe  who  refideJ  at  the  foimtain  of  IGrael,  were  rather' 
better  acquainted  with  the  chara&er  of  Meffiah.  Accord- 
ingly, the  very  objedion,  thai  thofe  of  yeru/alem  made  to 
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JefiB»  contunt  a  proof  that  the  j  expefted  one  ii^ho  {hould 
k  more  than  man :  Wt  inow  this  mam  whence  bets:  but 
wiem  Chrifi  cometh^  no  man  inoweti  whence  he  ts^  John  vii. 
17.  They  could  not  mean  this  of  the  family  whence  the 
Meffiah  flioold  ijpiing,  or  of  the  pkice  of  his  nativity.  For 
Ibey  knew  that,  as  man,  he  was  to  be  of  the  &mily  of  Da- 
▼id,  and  to  be  bom  in  Bethlehem,  ver.  42.  We  mnft,there« 
Cdr,  be  at  a  lols  for  a  meaning  to  thefe  words,  unlefi  we 
anderftand  tbem  as  expreifing  fome  kpprehenfions  of  his  di* 
fioitj,  tSU,  remaining  even  among  the  common  people. 
Jeibi  }n^M€  attefls  the  truth  of  their  confeffion  with  re- 
tge&  to  the  origin  of  the  MefBah,  only  as  applying  their 
hagoage  to  himfelf;  Te  cannot  tell  whence  I  come^  chap.  viii. 

Some  of  thole  who  wsuted  for  the  confbladon  of  lijrael,  a^- 
peir  to  have  had  far  clearer  views  of  the  divine  chara£ler  of 
ife  Meffiah  than  others.  When  Simeon  fays,  Mine  eyes  haiot 
fun  thj  falvation^ — the  Glory  of  thy  people  Ifrael^  Luke.  it. 
30U  32.  he  fieems  to  acknowledge  Jeius  as  the  true  Shechi-' 
lakythe  Glory  of  the  Lord,  llie  cloud  of  glory,  which 
ms  the  immediate  token  of  the  divine  prefence  among 
diem,  had  been  long  their  diftinguifliing  privilege.  7o  tftem 
fertaimed  the  glory,  Rom.  ix.  4.  It  is  very  probable,  that  the 
Tcaerable  faint  refers  to  that  prophetical  addreis  to  the 
chnrch,  Ifa.  Iz.  i. — 3.  Arife,  Jbine,  for  thy  light  is  come^ 
mi  the  Glory  of  the  Lord  is  rifen  upon  thee.  He  proclaims 
dus  Salvation  as  prepared  before  the  face  of  cH  people.  Ihis 
iiaUb  predided,  chap.lz.  5.  ^he  glory  of  the  Lordjhallbe 
noealed,  and  all  fkfh  Jball  fee  it  together.  Elizabeth  calls 
Hary  the  Mother  of  her  Lord^  Luke  i.  43.  Zechariah  alio 
acknowledged  the  Meiliah  as  the  Highefl,  ver.  76. 

fint  can  the  darkneis,  which  in  that  age  involved  the 
Uida  of  the  generality  of  the  nation,  with  regard  to  the 
Idty  of  the  MeiSah,  be  a  fiiiHcient  argument  againft  this 
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dofirine  ?,  Indeed,  in  has  been  firenuoufl  j  sLflerted,  that  k 
was  totally  unknown  to  them.  This,  however,  cannot  be 
believed  by  any  impartial  inquirer.  But  aldiou^  it  were 
true,  muft  we  thence  in&r,  that  God  never  revealed  this 
doArine  to  their  fore&thers,  or  that  they  never  believed  it? 
It  mult  firft  be  proved  that,  becaufe  the  great  body  of  that 
people  expeded  only  a  temporal  deliverance,  Jefiia  was  ne- 
ver foretold  as  a  Saviour  from  fin,  and  that  he  had  no  claim 
to  this  charai&r.  The  adverfaries  of  the  deity  of  Chzift 
ought  alfo  to  deny,  that  Jefus  (hould  have  been  a  fiiflhring 
MeiTiah.  For  if  we  are  to  regulate  our  futh,  concerning 
his  charafler,  by  that  of  the  Jews,  in  one  infiance ;  why 
not  in  every  other  ?  Such  abfolute  firangers  were  thofe  of 
that  age  to  the  dodrine  of  the  Meffiah's  humiliation,  that^ 
although  they  all  knew  that  he  was  called  tbe  Son  of  mattf 
when  Jefus  fpoke  of  his  being  hyied  up^  they  cried  out.  Who 
is  this  Son  of  man  /  as  if  they  had  never  before  heard  of 
the  defignation,  John  xii.  34.  All  fuch  reafbning  from 
the  ideas  of  this  people,  at  or  after  the  time  of  our  Saviour's 
appearance,  muft  be  of  little  weight  with  thofe  who  know 
that  the  myfteries  of  the  kingdom  were  hid  from  them ; 
that  they  were  given  up  to  the  lufts  of  their  own  heaiti ; 
that  the  awful  meflage  of  Ifaiah  was  fulfilled  in  than,  Hear 
ye  indeed^  but  underfiand  not ;  fee  ye  indeed^  hut  perceive 
mot^  &c.  (Ifa.  vi.  9.  10.  Mat.  idii.  14.  15.)  and  that  they 
knew  not  tbe  voices  <f  tbe  prophets  which  were  read  every 
fahhatb  day,  A£b  xiiL  17. 

Even  the  difciples  were  greatly  under  the  influence  of 
this  fpiritual  flupor.  Till  the  moment  of  our  Lord's  aficen- 
fion,  their  minds  were  fiill  warped  with  the  idea  of  a  tem- 
poral fidvation.  When  he  foretold  his  paifion,  they  lec- 
kooed  it  totally  incompatible  with  his  charafier,  and  an  e- 
vent  abfblutely  incredible.  That  very  difciplc,  who  gave 
the  moft  noble  confcflions  of  the  Meffiah,  was  fo  ihocked 
'  at 
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« ibe  ideat  dwt  under  the  impuUe  of  the  moment  he  cn- 
Indj  fivgot  his  ftation,  aa4  began  to  rebuke  h»  Lord, 
Mit.  xvL  %i.  12. 

It  011^  to  be  eUenred,  howerer^  ^at,  ooofidemg  the 
fftati  pevrikges  of  the  difciples,  wrt  cannot  otbenprilb  tc« 
count  far  the  iftonifliing  dsorkneft  of  their  iindefiiandingp, 
dHBi  bj  tsniiig  oar  tfaon^itf  to  the  Ibvereign  difpeoladai 
of  tke  aD-wife  God.  It  ie  hii  pleafnre,  under  the  Gofpel, 
to  ooofisr  peculir  honour  on  the  minidration  of  the  Spirit. 
As  die  pnrdnfe  of  our  redemption  belonged  to  the  Soq,  the 
ufaole  efficMj  of  his  work  csoonomicBllj  depends  on  the 
deration  of  the  third  Perfon.  Thus,  the  Peribnal  miniftry 
pf  Jcfiis  had  fittle  effi^ft,  in  die  mean  time,  oh  the  diiciples 
dienifelves.  For  ibi  Holy  Gboft  wot  not  yet  giviH^  bfcavfe 
Jiar  J^Jus  timt  mat  fit  glorifiedp  John  .vii.  39, 

As  Ae  opinions  of  the  Jews,  at  the  fime  of  our  Saviour's 
appearance,  are  noe  the  role  of  oar  £uth,  as  little  is  it  to  be 
frgailiHiii  bj  diofe  of  their  fbooeiTatBr    It  cannot  be  liip- 
pofad  chat  a  people,  who  reje&ed  the  true  Meffiah,  and  who 
weae  tbefefinac  rejefbed  of  God,  would  become  more  fpiri- 
tuk  m  ikeir  apprehenfioos.    On  the  contrary,  we  may  na- 
tanily  aoaagyiK  that  they  would  wax  worfe  and  worfe. 
Ai0ear&i(^y,  we  find  the  later  Jews  endeavouring  to  defend 
Aeir  incredofey,  by  refiofing  the  appUcation  of  many  ferip- 
tmts  to  the  M effiah,  which  were  thus  applied  by  the  uni- 
sons teftimooy  of  their  anceilors.     There  is,  however,  no 
leafion  to  doubt  that,  in  many  inifamces,  they  have  aded 
to  their  own  convi6Hons,  and  have  denied  doc- 
which  they  unqueftionably  believed. 
The  condufi  of  Maim<»iides  h^  been  already  confidered. 
Many  other  jnxxkfs  of  their  diifimulation  might  be  produced. 
Bot  at  prefent,  I  ihall  mention  only  one.    It  has  been  ieen, 
dnt  many  of  the  Jewilh  writers  acknowledge  the  miraculous 
CQBception  of  the  MeiSah.    Others,  however,  attempt  to 
Vol.  L  G  explain 
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explain  iway  the  meaning  of  their  traditionaxy  language, 
bj  pretending  that  he  is  to  come  from  Moab,  and  that  in 
this  fenfe  he  is  the  feed  that  Jball  come  from  another  place  *. 
Rather  than  feem  to  &voar  the  Chriitian  dodrine,  they  will 
transfer  the  honour  of  giving  the  Mefliah  to  a  people  ex- 
cluded from  the  congregation  of  the  Lord  even  to  their 
tenth  generation.  The  oppofition  made  bj  fbme  to  the  more 
fcriptural  views  of  the  MeiBah  given  by  others,  is  no  fuf- 
ficient  teft  of  the  ancient  fiaith  of  the  nation.  For  although 
thefe  are  not  found  in  all  their  writings  on  this  fubjed, 
their  being  found  in  any  of  them  is  a  clear  enough  indica- 
tion  of  the  fentiments  of  their  anceftors.  For  not  one  of 
their  writers  would  have  borrowed  fuch  doftrines  fronv  die 
Chriftians. 

Our  author  founds  the  gr^teft  part  of  his  reafoning  coo- 
ceming  the  deity  of  our  Saviour  on  the  opinions  of  the  Jews, 
at  the  time  of  his  appearance,  or  in  fucceeding  ages.  But 
he  ought  to  remember,  that  the  obfervation  which  he  makes 
with  refpe£k  to  the  miraculous  conception^  is  fiilly  as  appli- 
cable with  refped  to  the  former.  **  I  own,  however,"  he 
&ys,  ^*  that  the  expedations  of  the  Jews  (any  further  than 
'<  they  have  a  real  foundation  in  the  prophecies)  ou^t  not 
«  by  any  means  to  determine  our  judgment  in  the  cafe,  io^ 
f '  as  to  weigh  againft  any  proper  argument  that  may  be  ij- 
f*  Icged  on  the  other  fide  f.'* 
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CHAP.      VIII. 

t)f  the  Faiib  of  the  ancient  Jews^  concerning  that  P erf  on 
vabo  i$  catted  the  Angel  of  the  Lord, 

THE  dodrine  of  Philo,  of  the  Paraphrafis,  and  of 
ibnie  later  writers,  concerning  the  divine  nature,  and 
the  chanifier  of  Meiliahy  has  been  particularlj  confidered. 
But  the  moft  proper  and  convincing  evidence  of  the  faith 
of  die  ancient  Hebrews,  is  contained  in  the  fcriptures  of* 
tmth.     How  littk  regard  foever  fome  maj  paj  to  the  afler- 
tioos  of  uninfpired  Jewiih  writers,  becaufe  of  the  confufion 
of  their  ideas,  and  their  appsy ent  inconfiflencj ;  if  it  appear 
from  the  Old  Tefiament,  that  one  Angel  is  revealed  as 
a  divine  Perfon,  and  was  acknowledged  in  this  charaSer 
bjr  the  Church/  long  before  the  coming  of  Chrift ;  it  muft 
be  granted,  either  that  her  members  were  poljtheifls,  or 
that  their  (criptures  revealed,  and  that  they  believed,  a  plu- 
rality of  perfons  in  an  unity  of  efTence.     We  have  already 
confidered  the  afcriptions  of  the  later  Jews  to  the  Angel 
Mdatron  :  and  it  will  not  appear  furprifing  that  they  afcri- 
bed  fo  much  to  him,  when  we  attend  to  what  the  Holy  Ghoft 
reveals  concerning  him  who  is  called  the  Angel  of  the  Lord, 
or,  as  (bme  render  the  expreilion,  the  Angel-'Jehovah, 

Dr  p.  ikips  over  this  groimd  as  lightly  as  poflible.  "  Fre- 
*^  quent  mention,"  he  iays,  *•*•  is  made  in  the  fcriptures  of  an- 
.^  gek,  who  fometimes  fpeak  in  the  name  of  God,  but  then 
*^  diey  are  always  repre&nted  as  the  creatures  and  the  fervants 
"  of  God  *."  Does  the  Do£tor  mean  to  aiTert  that  angels  in 
general  are  permitted  to  afTume  the  name  of  Cod,  or  to  fpeak 
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in  the  firft  pcrfon  ?  It  is  denied,  that  this  honour  is  con- 
ferred on  any  anccl  ^ut  one.  It  is  indeed  moft  probable, 
th?t  in  all  places  of  the  Old  Teftament  where  wc  read  of 
the  Angel  of  the  Ij)rdj  the  uncreated  Apgel  is  meant.  Un- 
nueftionable  proofs  of  this  occur  in  moft  of  thefe  places. 
When  our  author  fays  of  angels^  that  "  they  arc  alw^tp  rc- 
"  prefented  as  the  creatures  of  God,"  he  certainly  means  to 
extend  this  aiTertion  to  et^ery  Angel  mentioned  in  fcrip- 
ture.  But  the  falfity  of  this  will  appear. ..  For  either  there 
are  certain  criteria  by  which  God  may  be  diftinfily  kaowil 
from  his  creatures,  or  there  are  not.  The  latter  cannot  be 
aiTerted,  without  impeaching  the  wifdom  of  God,  and  with- 
out fuppofing  that  he  hath  left  mankind  a  prey  to  idolatry. 
There  can  be  no  criteria  more  diftln6tive  of  God,  than  thofe 
names,  attributes,  works  and  worfhip,  wliich  are  peailiar  to 
him.  If,  there foi-e,  an  Angel  is  revealed,  to  whom  aU« thefe 
belong  *,  we  nuiil  neceflarily  conclude  that  he  is  a  divine 
Perfon,  and  yet  diftind  from  him  whofe  Angel  he  is  faid  to 
be.  lliat  this  is  the  cale  with  refped  to  the  Angel  of  tbt 
Loriit  appears  from  many  paiTages  in  the  Old  Teftament. 

We  are  informed.  Gen.  zvi.  9.  that  he  who  appeared  to 
Hagar  was  the  Angel  of  tlie  Lord.  She  called  him  God^ 
and  we  are  aflurcd  that  he  was  yebovaby  ver.  13.  *'  She  called 
"  the  Name  of  the  Lord  that /pake  unto  her^  God** — Indeed^ 
this  expreilion,  the  Name  of  the  Lordy  may  be  coniidered  as 
a  pcrfonal  character,  iignifying,  not  merely  that  the  name 
of  Jebovab  was  given  him,  but  that  it  was  in  bim^  (Ex.  xziii. 
ai.)  as  poftcffing  the  fame  natiu^  with  the  Father.  For 
we  are  certain  from  the  teftimony  of  Philo,  that  the  ancient 
Hebrews  knew  this  Angel,  whom  they  alfo  called  the  Word, 
hj  die  defignation  of  the  Name  of  the  Lord  *.     Hagar  did 

^  a|l  him  God  who  fpake  bj  the  Angel.     But  (he  called 
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the  Name  of  the  Lord  that  fpih  to  i&^-*God.—  She 
ificrihes  the  attribiUe  of  omnifcience  to  him.  For  (he  called 
him  die  God  that  faw  her ;  evidently  referring  to  his  tefti* 
mony,  that  the  Lord  had  heard  her  qfflifHon^  ver.  ii.  He  re« 
Tcaled  himfelf,  and  ihe  believed  in  him,  as  one  to  whom 
divine  vmris  belonged.  For  the  Angel  of  the  Lord  faid  unto 
itTf  I  will  mmbiply  thy  feed  exceedingly^  ver.  ic.  There  can 
be  no  doubt  that  he  here  fpeaka  in  his  ov^ii  name ;  and  as 
little,  that  (he  imderilood  him  in  this  fenfe.  She  gave  thii 
Angel  di^dne  wor/bip.  For  (he  addrefled  him  as  God,  in 
the  langnage  of  faith  and  pr^hie,  and  in  the  afcripdon  of 
iivine  peifedion  to  him  *,  Thou  God  feejl  tne^  ver.  13.  She 
knew  no  beings  faperior  to  him,  as  the  all-feeing  God.  For 
ihe  bid^  Hare  I  alfo  here  looked  after  him  that  feetb  me  ^ 
Thiv;  on  occaiion  of  a  (ingle  appearance  only  of  tliis  An< 
griy  we  find  all  the  criteria  of  divinity  appropriated  to  him. 

F.irher  Hagar  knew  that  he  who  fpake  to  her  was  r.n  An- 
pL  (DT  (he  did  not*  If  (he  did,  and  at  the  fame  time 
tielieTed  diat  he  was  a  creature,  (he  was  wilfully  guilty  of 
hodi  blafphemy  and  idolatry.  For  (he  gave  all  that  Honour 
CO  diis  Angel  which  (he  could  have  given  to  God  himfelt\ 
had  flie  been  perfuaded  that  he  was  the  fpeaker.  If  (he 
did  niot  know  that  this  was  an  Angel,  and  according  to  the 
Socinian  fyftem,  a  creature ;  the  fault  lay  wholly  in  the 
mode  of  revelation.  God  took  no  care,  cither  for  his  own 
fjkxrjf  or  for  the  falvation  of  this  woman.  He  communi- 
cated his  will  to  her  in  fuch  a  manner  as  necefTarily  to  be- 
tnj  her  into  the  moft  fatal  miflakc. 

Again,  either  this  worfhip  was  acceptable,  or  it  wrts  not. 
If  it  was ;  God  accepted  it,  either  as  intentionally  oddreiTed 
to  bww^lf  through  the  creature  as  a  medium,  or  as  addreJeil 
CO  the  creature  miOaken  for  liimfelf.  If  the  fbriT.cr  be  time, 
diere  can  be  no  objection  to  the  Popifh  wor.liip  of  Angels 
fend  Saints,  or  even  to  the  Pagan  wor(hip  of  the  heavenly 
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bodies,  or  of  flocks  and  ftones.  For  the  more  learned  or 
ingenious  advocates  for  both  have  ftill  contended,  that  the 
worfhip  was  really  addreffed  to  the  Supreme  Being,  tbrougb 
the  creatures  as  his  emblems.  Indeed,  the  condnfi  of  Hagar 
.cannot  admit  of  fuch  an  apology.  For  there  is  not  the  kaft 
evidence  that  her  worihip  refpeded  any  being,  but  that  to 
whom  it  was  immediately  addrefled.  If  this  worihip  was 
accepted,  as  being  intentionally  addrefled  to  God,  although 
the  creature  was  mtftaken  for  him ;  then  it  does  not 
avail,  whether  in  our  worfliip  we  addreis  the  proper  objeft, 
or  not.  God  will  be  pleafed  even  with  that  worihip  ad- 
dreiTed  to  the  Devil,  if  he  happen  to  be  mifbken  for  the 
Supreme  Being. 

If  this  worihip  was  not  acceptable,  it  is  denied  that  there 
are  any  characters  by  which  one  may  know  whether  omels 
worihip  be  acceptable  or  not.  Although  the  worihip  of 
Hagar  had  been  as  good  as  any  ever  offered,  ihe  could 
fcarcely  have  had  better  evidence  of  its  being  well  pleaiing 
to  God.  She  met  with  no  reproof.  On  the  contrary,  the 
Angel  of  the'  Lord  afterwards  fpoke  to  her  out  of  heaven, 
and  delivered  a  meffage  of  comfort  to  her.  Nor  did  he  in 
the  leail  change  his  ilyle.  For  he  ilill  claimed  the  work  of 
making  lihmael  a  great  nation^  ch.  xxi.  17.  18. 

If  this  Angel  was  a  creature,  he  was  .far  lels  ctacemed 
for  the  glory  of  his  Maker  than  that  Angel  who  appeared  to 
John,  Rev.  xLx.  10.  God-himfelf  was  leis  zealous  for  his 
glory  imder  the  Old' Teftament,  than  he  is  under  the  New. 
In  a  word,  this  Angel  was  an  ufurper,  and  Hagar  an  ido- 
later. 

It  was  this  Angel  who  called  to  Abraham  out  of  heaven^ 
faying  "  ^bou  bajl  not  withheld  thy  fon^  thine  only  Jen  from 
**  wf,"  ch.  xxii.  II.  la.  Will  our  author  fay  that  Abraham 
meant  to  offer  up  His  fon  to  a  creature  ?  Or,  could  there 
have  been  a  place  in  heaven  for  any  creature,  who  would 
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lutve  dared  to  claim  this  unequalled  ^Et  of  worihlp*  as  be- 
longing to  him?     Indeed,  the  circumftance  of  the  place 
being  mentioned^  whence  this  Angel  fpoke,  both  to  Hagar 
and  to  Abraham,  is  evidently  meant  to  diilingaifli  him 
from  created  Angels.     This  of  fpeaking  from  heaven  is  ap- 
propriated to  God.     He  appeals  to  it  as  an  evidence  of  his 
deit/.     The  Lord  faid  unto  Mofes^  Tius  fbalt  thou  fay  untp 
ibe  dnUren  of  Ifraely  Ye  bane  feen  that  I  have  talked  with 
jfm  from  heaven^  £x.  xx.  22.    Mofes  afterwards  ufes  th^ 
£une  argument,  when  fumming  up  the  proo&  which  Ifrael 
had  received  of  Jehovah  being  the  onlj  true  God :  Out  of 
itavem  he  made  thee  to  hear  his  voice,  Deut.  iv.  36.    This 
circumftance  is  fingled  out,  as  being  a  proof,  both  of  om* 
nifcience,  and  of  almighty  power.     Of  omnifcience -,  be- 
CKok  fpeaking  from  heaven  is  the  fign  that  God  hears  in  bea- 
von,   Neh.  ix.  27.  28.    Of   almighty  power;    becaufe  it 
&ews  that  the  voice  which  ht  fends  out  is  mighty,  Pfal.  Ixviii. 
33.     Thence  alio  it  appears  that  no  change  of  place  is  ne- 
ceflary  with  him  to  whom  this  is  afcribed,  in  order  to  the 
accomplifliment  of  his  will:    whereas  mere   angels   mull 
walk  to  and  fro,  Zech.  L  ic.  be  literally  y^«/ybr/i&,  Heb.  i. 
14.  fiy  from  heaven  to  earth,  and  come  to  the  perfon  of 
jdace  which  their  commiHion  refpeds,  Dan.  ix.  21.  23. 

If  the  fpeaker  on  this  occafion  was  a  created  Angel,  the 
pfoof  which  (atisfied  him  that  Abraham  truly  feared  God 
was  the  ftrangeft  that  can  be  imagined. .  Nonu,  he  £ud,  / 
kmono  that  thou  fearejl  GoD,  feeing  thou  haji  not  withheld 
tby  Jon,  thine  only  f on  from  Me.  He  knew  that  Abraham 
was  a  lincere  worfhipper  of  the  true  God,  becaufe  he  was 
the  moft  daring  idolater  that  had  ever  appeared  in  the  world. 
The  Angel  of  the  Lord  called  unto  Abraham  cut  of  bea- 
tMS  thefecond  time,  and  faid.  By  my  f elf  bane  I  fwom,  faith 
Jehovah,  far  becaufe  thou  bajl  done  this  thing,  and  haft  not 
mtbbeld  thy  fon,  thine  only  f on;  that  in  hlejfing  I  will  blefs 
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tkr»  &c.  ver.  i  j.  17.  Pieilitpst  it  nuiy  be  find,  diat- here  die 
An^l  onl jT  delivers  the  words  of  God,  becMde  he  thiovnf 
ta  thftt  exprefli<m«  JaiA  Jthnmh.  But,  fitm  die  wordi 
them&lves  it  is  moft  natural  to  coacfaidev  dbt  he  fiill  ipenks 
in  bis  own  Dmme ;  as  Abraham's  not  withholding  Us  foBy 
is  the  i^afion  affigned  fbr  the  pftmiie  of  bleffing  him*  Now, 
we  have  leea  that  die  Angel  biA,  Thou  hqfi  mi  wiiUeUt 
ifyfom/rtm  me :  and  we  moft  either  fopp^  that  the  fiont 
yihovah  is  ftill  mcaat^  or  that  Abraham  odbred  «p  his  few 
bodi  to  Crod  and  to  a  creature.  Bnt  tlt»  'Spirit  of  in^mw- 
tkm  leaves  us  at  no  lofif  with  reijped  to  the  iOiilhiois  V^tbat. 
who  fwore.  We  areafFored  that  thb  Angel  did  A,  Jsdf. 
iL  I.  as  we  ihall  fee  more  &1II7  afterwards. 

We  are  in&nned.  Gen.  xzxiL  24.  that  them  w^eftled  » 
man  with  Jacobs  From  HoL  xiL  3.  4.  we  kara  dtat  thir 
was  an  Angel,  and  jet  God.  Bf  bisjlrmgth  he  Irndp^mir 
mt&  Codf  yta  be  bMd  f^ixuer  over  tit  Angd^  mud  fervaiUk 
It  is  not  meant  that,  by  having  power  over  a  created  Ajb^ 
gel,  he  coofequentiallj  had  power  with  God*  Forthosthe 
climax  would  be  deftrojed,  and  the  language  eaq^  to  have 
been ;  '^  He  had  power  over  the  Angel,  yea^  be  had  powa 
^  with  GodJ'  Bodi  exprefBons  denote  one  operation  of 
power.  For  both  refer  to  die  iuoit^frrengtb  as  liie  meaas* 
The  firft  may  denote  the  nature  with  which  he  had  power^ 
as  referring  to  God  efiSmtialiy  confidered :  and  die  ieocnd 
pardcukrly  declares  the  perfou  vmh  whom  he  wveiUed* 
This  vnis  die  jiffgel-yebovub^  or  die  fecoad  per£Mi  of  die 
Godhead.  That  dds  is  the  real  meaning,  is  abundantly 
evident.  For,  with  refpeft  to  this  very  pertbo,  it  imma^ 
diately  follows,  He,  vt».  Jacob,  wept  and  tnade  fupplicarime 
UNTO  HIM*  Here  we  have  an  Angel,  who  mot  only  hadi 
the  name  of  God,  but  divine  worftnf  given  him.  It  is- 
equally  clear,  that  it  was  his  prerogadve  to  perform  workt 
proper  to  God  only.    For  be  bteffsd  bim  tbere,  Gen.  100014 
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^9*  We  wtt  tlfe  ^afliired  diat  diis  Angel  ws(s  tlie  God  o^ 
Bedid,  ivllo  had  there  ^pdoed  to  Jacob.  For  it  is  fnrdier 
find,  HoC  soi.  4.  Htfmndhim  in  Bethel^  and  there  he  Jpah 
wkh  m: 

TlHftttOdoaVt  mxf  remain  Wdo  thk  Angel  is,  fids  dig-: 
mtj  it  yet  more  fully  declaf ed  in  the  following  words  $ 
Even  Jrrotah  God  of  hq/tt^  Jehovah  is  his  memorial^ 
irer.  5.  ffis  fignitj  is  dedared,  in  fuch  a  ntenner  as  to  con- 
fine this  name  to  that  hatnre  which  he  poflefles.  We  learn 
die  &me  doftrine,  indeed,  from  Gen.  xzxi.  ii.  13.  Tthi 
Amgetiiftikelardfpdkei-^faying^ — 1  am  the  God  of  Bethel^ 
where  than  anoiniedfi  the  pillar^  and  where  thon  vowedfi  the 
tow  UVTO  MC.  When  this  Angel  told  Jacob  that  he  was 
Cndf  and  diat  wttj  perfon  to  whom  Jacob  had  formerly  di- 
te&ed  the  moft  fidemn  a£b  of  worihip;  would  it  ever 
CBttr  into  tho  mind  of  the  Patriarch,  that  lie  who  tfans 
^pake  to  Kim  was  a  fellow-creatnre  ?  That  he  knew  him  to 
be  aB  Angel,  is  mdeniablef;  for  we  have  his  own  teffi« 
mony  to  this  purpofe  :  and  if  he  confidered  him  as  a  crea* 
tBze,  inftead  of  being  a  fednt,  he  Was  a  grois  idolater.  For 
be  not  only  gave  this  Angel  his  faith  and  worihip,  but 
alcribed  the  whole  of  his  Cedvation,  both  temporal  and 
atrmal,  to  him  as  God ;  tmfting  in  him,  and  praying  to 
hkuk  for  all  bleflings,  when  performing  his  laft  duty  to  his 
l^iUreft :  God^  before  whom  my  fathers  Abraham  and  Ifaae 
Hd  walif  the  God  who  fed  me  all  my  life  long  unto  this  day  ^ 
the  Angela  who  redeemed  me  from  all  evily  blefs  the  lads,  Gen^ 
ilvnL  15.  i6.  If  Jacob  was  an  id<^ter,  his  Others  Abraham 
and  liaac  were  the  feme.  For  he  declares  that  this  Angel 
was  the  God  before  whom  they  walked.  Nay,  he  folemnly 
tranftnirifd  this  idolatry  to  his  pofierity.  Now,  in  this  cafe» 
ine  jvftifjr  God  from  the  charge  of  enticing  his  fervants  to 
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idoktiy ;  by  allowing  a  meflcnger  of  Us,  a  mere  creature^ 
to  addreis  them  in  fuch  language,  that  they  could  not  con* 
fider  him  as  any  other  than  God?  Nay,  on  this  fuppofitiottt 
how  can  we  give  any  credit  to  the  icriptures  as  a  divine  re- 
velation ;  fince  diele  men  are  ftill  exhibited  as  true'^wor- 
Ihippers? 

Let  Sodnians  vainly  aflert  what  they  pleafe ;  although 
Jacob  knew  this  perfon  to  be  an  Angel,  nay,  wreftled  with 
him  as  a  man,  he  believed  in  him  as  the  true  God.  For 
when  he  favj  no  one  but  this  Angel,  in  the  Ukeneis  of  his 
own  nature,  he  faid,  I  have  feen  God  face  toface^andny 
life  is  pralongtdj  Gen.  xzxii.  30.  As  this  Angel  aflumed  the 
human  form,  fo  far  that  Jacob  could  wrefUe  with  him;  it 
is  evident  that  the  latter  viewed  this  as  a  prelude  of  his  ac- 
tual incarnation  for  the  work  of  our  redemption.  For  he 
celebrates  this  Angel,  with  whom  he  had  wrefUed  as  a  man, 
as  his  Go'ely  or  Kinfman-Redeemer ;  and  prays  that,  in  this 
very  charader,  he  would  blels  his  pofterity.  Gen.  zlviiL 
16. 

I1ie  plain  man  Jacob  underftood  the  doSrine  of  Angek 
far  better  than  our  learned  author.  He  knew  that  there 
were  many  others,  who  were  called  Angels.  But  he  aded 
towards  them  in  a  manner  entirely  different.  During  that 
very  journey  in  which  the  Angel  wreftled  with  him,  6e 
was  met  by  a  multitude  of  thefe  created  fpirits.  Gen.  v^™- 
I.  Jacob  went  on  bis  way^  and  the  angels  of  God  met  bim. 
But  he  offered  no  libation  of  tears  ;  he  fupplicated  no  blef- 
iing  from  them }  nor  did  he  once  endeavour  to  detpin 
them.  Although  he  acknowledged  that  Angel,  of  whom 
we  fpeak,  as  God ;  he  viewed  them  only  as  his  army^  ready 
to  fulfil  his  command.  He  named  the  place,  where  he 
wreftled,  Peniel,  from  God  himfelf ;  becaufe  he  had  feest 
him.  But  all  the  honour  conferred  on  the  other,  was  that 
of  being  named  from  his  fervants  \  as  he  had  no  idea  that 
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the  perfcnsy  whom  he  faw  there,  could  be  coDfidered  in 
•nj  Ibperior  light.  And  when  Jacob  faw  tbem^  be  Jaid^ 
nis  is  Goti  bojl :  and  be  called  the  '^uxme  of  that  place 
Mahamaimj  that  is,  bofis,  or  armies.  He  carefully  diftia- 
giuibed  thefe  bofts  from  the  Cod  ofbofis. 

It  is  immediatelj  after  the  dodrine  concerning  angels, 
quoted  above,  that  Dr  P.  expreflfes  his  doubts  ^*  wbedier, 
"  in  fixne  cafes,  angels*-were  any  thing  more  than  tempo- 
^  nrj  appearances,  and  no  permanent  beings ;  the  mere 
^  organs  of  the  deity,  ufed  for  the  pnrpofe  of  making  him* 
^  felf  known."  He  feems  confcious  that  one  Angel,  at  leaft, 
daims  fis  much  to  himfelf,  and  has  fo  much  alcribed  to  him 
in  Scriptnre,  that  he  djures  not,  as  he  regards  his  religions 
fyflem,  leaTe  it  on  the  ground  he  has  taken,  oflss.  in  aflert- 
ing  that  **  angels  fomctimes  fpeak  in  the  name  of  God ;"  left 
the  Angel  referred  to  Ihould  be  found  to  poflfeis  foch  at* 
tributes,  to  perform  fnch  works,  and  to  receive  fuch  wor- 
(hip,  as  might  feem  to  (hew  the  femeneis  of  his  nature  with 
that  of  God.  He  thinks  it  the  fafeft  courfe  to  deny  a  pro- 
per being  to  thofe  who  are  called  angels,  in  fome  cafes»  at 
leaft.  Donbtlefs,  this  is  doing  the  bufinefs  at  once.  The 
Dodor  cuts  the  knot  that  he  cannot  unloofe.  He  is  as  well 
fenced  againft  any  proof  of  the  pre-exiftence  of  the  Son  of 
God,  from  this  quarter,  as  any  ancient  Sadducee  could  have 
been.  For  we  know  that  he  denies /pint ;  and  he  is  very 
doubtful  whether  there  be  fuch  a  being  as  an  an^el^  QA&s 
zziii.  8). 

We  have  formerly  confidered  his  doArine  on  this  fubjeft. 
But  as  he  introduces  it  on  this  occafion,  we  may  obferve, 
tiiat  Jacob  had  no  idea  that  the  Angel-Redeemer  was  an  or- 
cafonal  perfon.  For  he  afcribes  a  continued  exiftence  to 
him,  not  only  during  the  whole  of  his  own  life,  but  during 
that  of  Abraham,  and  of  Ifaac.  For  we  connot  ealily 
conceive  that  thefe  patriarchs  could  ivali  before  a  non-en* 
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iitjr.  From  his  Iingiiage  alfo  with  rcfpcd  to  erwiited  mh 
gtby  it  fecros  moft  natural  tm  think  that  he  rather  Ttewcd 
tiiem  as  %fiamdmg  iarmy^  than  as  a  temporary  sMltfje,  raired 
for  the  hufin^is  of  the  moment,  and  to  (>e  afterwards  fii 
completely  reduced^  that  not  a  veftige  (hoold  be  kft  be* 
lund. 

It  fieems  prettj  dear  that  it  was  the  fame  nacieatod 
Angel  who  appeared  to  Balaam  \  from  his  declaring  that 
Ibe  way  of  that  prophet  was  penrerfe  if/one  btm;  and 
emnmanding  him  to  fpeak  the  word  that  beJbmUJf^ai  nn* 
to  him,  Nnm.  xzii.  32.  35.  We  mnft  thence  condnde  that 
it  was  the  fame  perfen  who  afterwards  appeared  and  Jpaki 
to  Balaam.  On  this  head  he  dedares  that  he  had  heard 
the  words  ofGod^  vaA/tm  tb§  vifiom,  of  the  jUwugbijf,  cbap^ 
JEZIT.  4.  We  are  informed  that  the  Spirit  f^  God  caau  tfpoit 
bim^  Tcr.  a.  Therefore,  on  this  occafion  he  sAed  as  tit 
Sfirii  ofChriJl  (i  Pet.  i.  ii.)  immediatdj  communicated 
^y  him,  in  the  charader  of  the  AngeU^ehmakm 

There  is  no  reafon  to  doubt  that  it  was  the  fame  Angd 
who  appeared  to  Jofhua,  and  announced  himfclf  as  capiaut 
^tbt  bofl  ^Jbhovah,  Jofh.  v.  13. — 15.  He  ftood  over 
againft  Joihua  with  bisftvord  drtncn  in  his  hand.  Bis  mar- 
tial charader  and  appearance  exadly  correfponded  to  the 
promife  made  to  Ifrael  concerning  him :  if  thorn  JhiJt  imbid 
ohej^  his  voicti—then  I  %viU  he  an  emmy  taUo  thine  emewnesi 
mmd  am  adfurjary  unto  thine  adverjaries.  For  mime  Amgel 
JbaU go  before  thee^  and  bring  thee  in  unto  the  Amoriies^  &c« 
mmd  I  tuil/  cut  them  offy  Exod.  xxiii.  12.  23.  In  die  &me 
manner  did  he  appr ar  to  Balaam,  when  hitfiood  in  the  waf 
far  an  adoerfary  againft  him^  becaufe  he  was  an  adverfary 
to  Ifrael,  Num.  xxii.  22.  31.  32.  and  afterwards  to  David^ 
when  he  had  finned  in  numbering  the  people,  i  Chron.  zxL 
l6.  He  indeed  appeared  to  Jofhua  se*  a  man,  as  he  hadf 
done  to  Abraham,  to  Jacob,  and  as  he  afterwards  did  to 
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ZecKariah.  But  when  Joihua  tinderftood  his  AifiQiony  he 
dkl  Mt  hefittte  to  confider  him  as  divine.  For  he  fell 
m  hii  face  fo  tit  farth^  and  did  wor/bip.  So  iax  vns 
the  Angel  ffx>m  refafiog  this  woHhip,  that  he  did  not  deem 
it  fifficknt.  He  furthet  required  the  bigheft  token  of  re- 
ligions homage  that  we  have  atiy  account  of  in  Scripture. 
When  JoAina  faid,  IVbM  Jaitb  my  lard  umo  bis  firvatd  f 
tie  emfiOiM  of  the  Lord's  bofi  faid  ^n^to  Jojbna^  I/toft  tiy 
Jkoefrmm  eg^bf  /o«r,  for  ibe^lace  wbereon  tbou  Jimdeft  is 
boify  litendly  hoHmfs^  as  denoting  the  higheft  degree  of  lo« 
dl  fandity.  This  is  the  very  language  which  Jehovah 
fpoke  to  Mofes  the  predeceflbr  of  Joibua,  Exod.  iii.  5.  Un- 
der  the  law,  thofe  places  were  calkd  holy,  where  God  was 
pleifed  to  mamfeft  himielf^  2  Chron.  viii.  1 1.  Can  it  be  fup« 
pofed  that  the  prefence  of  a  creature  could  communicate 
this  holioeis  ?  However,  no  reafonable  perfon  can  imagine 
that  he  who  appeared  to  Jofliua  was  a  creature.  He  is  call- 
ed JcaovAH  ;  and  he  claims  the  fovereiga  difpofal  of  hi|- 
ikMli  concerns.  And  Jkhotah  fisid  uxto  ^ifbua^  Seey  I  bave 
groem  into  tbine  band  Jericboj  and  tbe  Ung  tberetf^  and  tbe 
migbsy  men  of  valour  y  chap.  vi.  2.  It  deferves  our  attention 
that  the  defignation  which  Jehovah  takes  to  himfelf  on 
this  occafion,  is  that  which  is  frequently  given  to  the  Mef- 
fiah.  For  what  is  rendered  Captedn  literally  fignifies  Prince^ 
1&.  ix.  6.  Dan.  sl  21.  xii.  i. 

This  Angel  afterwards  claimed  the  work  of  bringing  the 
dukiren  of  Ifrael  out  of  ilgypt,  and  of  conducting  them  to 
the  land  of  promife ;  declared  that  it  was  he  who  fware  to 
their  fathers,  and  that  the  covenant  was  his ;  and  repro« 
vcd  the  people  for  not  obeying  his  voice.  And  an  Angely 
or  rather,  tbe  Angel  tf  tbe  Lord  came  up  from  Gilgal  to 
Bodantj  andfaid^  I  made  you  to  go  up  out  of  Egypt  ^  and 
bene  BROUGHT  you  into  tbe  land  wbicb  I  8 WARE  untoyotnr 
fitbetsi   and  Isaio,  I  wilx  '^kever  break  my  co- 
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VEVAKT  wkb  ^oir— — But  ye  have  not  obkTED  mt 
voice/'  Judg.  ii.  I.  a.  Is  thb  Angel ''  reprefented  as  a 
**  creature,"  or  as  a  mere  *'  fervant  of  God  ?*'  He  un- 
doubtedly refers  to  the  oath  of  Jehovah  to  Abraham. 
Of  this  the  Angel  fiiys,  /  fware.  Could  the  oath  of  a 
mere  creature  be  any  fecurity  to  them  ?  Or  would  they  be 
fuch  foob  as  to  think  it  ?  Could  a  created  meffenger  pre- 
fome  to  call  the  covenant  his  ?  Or  would  a  holy  creature 
dare  to  fwear  by  bimfelf?  But  this  Angel  did«  And  we 
may  reft  aflured  that  be  fware  by  bitnfilf^  btcamft  be  ctmld 
fwear  by  no  greater^  by  no  fuperior  beings  (Heb.  vL  13.) 

Socinians  vainly  endeavour  to  find  a  paralle!*  even  in 
the  condud  of  feUow-creatures  towards  each  other.  An 
earthly  Embaflador,  indeed,  reprefimts  the  perfon  of  his 
prince,  is  fuppofed  to  be  clothed  with  his  authority,  and 
fpeaks  and  a6b  in  his  name.  But  who  ever  heard  of  an 
Embaflador  afluming  the  very  name  of  his  fovereign,  or 
being  honoured  with  it  by  others.  Would  one  in  this 
charafter  be  permitted  to  £iy ,  /  George^  I  Lomit^  I  Frederic  f 
As  the  idea  is  ridiculous,  the  adion  would  juftly  be  ac- 
counted high  treafon.  Would  the  moft  illuftrious  plenipo- 
tentiary, referring  to  a  treaty  made  by  his  fovereign  with-  a 
neighbouring  power,  and  declaring  his  fixed  refolution  to 
abide  by  it,  (ay,  /  will  never  break  my  covenant  witb  you  t 
Or,  iffent  to  undutiful  fubjeds,  to  remind  them  of  his 
matter's  kindneis  and  their  own  ingratitude,  would  he 
prefume  to  fay,  '^  /  brougbt  you  into  this  fertile  country, 
**  which  you  now  poflels,  but  ye  have  not  obeyed  ny  voice  ^" 
Do  not  embafladors,  however  great  their  powers,  in  all 
memorials,  and  deeds  of  every  kind,  written  or  fpoken,fiill 
ufe  their  own  names,  and  diftinguifli  tfaemfelves  from  their 
royal  matters  ?  And  can  we  fuppofe  that  the  humble  mi- 
sitters  of  the  King  of  Kings  may  ufe  far  greater  freedom 
with  his  names,  attributes,  works  and  honour,  than  thofe 
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fif  •  petty  feOow-worm  with  his  ?  Satan  is  the  only  an* 
gd  diat  we  read  of,  who  ever  claimed  the  honour  due  to 
God.  Sociniansy  under  the  pretence  of  pious  zeal  for  the 
glory  of  the  Father,  as  the  One  Supreme,  rob  the  Son  of 
his  prerogative.  Yet  after  all,  they  give  it  not  to  the  Fa- 
dier,  but  lavilh  it  among  all  his  angelic  hod. 

Thb  Angel  of  the  Lord  alTo  appeared  to  Gideon,  Jodg. 
vL  II.  He  is  called  yehovaij  ver.  14.  He  claims  the  honour 
offending  Gideon,  fajbg,  Have  not  I  /int  tbeef  He  pro- 
miies  his  own  prelence  to  him,  ver.  16.  AndjzuLOV^isifaid 
mmto  him^Jwrily^  I  will  be  with  thee.  By  a  look  he  com- 
Biioicates  ftrength  to  Gideon,  ver.  14.  And  the  Lord  look- 
od  mpom  iintf  and/aidf  Go  in  this  thy  might.  Gideon  addref- 
fin  him  as  the  objed  of  prayer,  ver.  17.  He  had  no  idea 
that  this  Angel  was  a  creature.  For,  according  to  an 
ancient  traditional  notion  with  refpeA  to  the  vifion  of  God, 
he  was  afraid  that  he  ihould  die*  And  when  Gideon  per- 
teived  that  be  was  an  Angel  of  the  Lordj  or^  as  it  may  be 
read,  the  Angel-JzHovAHy  Gideon  fatd^  Alas^  0  my  Lord 
Jehovah  ;  for  hecaufe  I  have  feen  the  Angel-JzHOVAB 
face  to  facet  ^^i*-  22.  He  had  aiked  a  fign  of  the  Angel } 
and  he  brought  fire  out  of  the  rock,  and  confumed  the  &- 
crifice.  This  was  the  very  fign  to  which  Elijah  afterwards 
referred  the  whole  determination  of  the  controverfy  be- 
tween Jehovah  and  Baal,  i  Kings  xviii.  24.  The  God  that 
QMfweritb  by  fre^  let  him  be  God.  It  was  by  this  fign 
that  Gideon  perceived  that  he  was  the  Angel-JzHOVAH  ;  in 
die  fiune  manner,  as  on  that  occafion,  when  the  f  re  of  the 
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LordfeU  and  confumed  the  burnt facrifce.  For^  when  all 
thi  people  faw  it^  they  fell  on  their  faces j  and  they  faid^ 
Jehovah  he  is  the  God^  Jehovah  he  is  the  God^  ver.  29. 
30.  In  both  inftances,  this  was  known  to  be  a  fign  of  the 
fivinc  prefience.    For  thus,  at  the  dedication  of  the  uber- 
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aick,  God  had  maniflpfted  h ji  prefenoe,  power  uid  grace  v^ 
their  father»»  LeT*  !<•  94- 

The  fiune  g lorionf  perfoo  appeared  to  Manoab  and  bi« 
wife,  Jodg.  xiii.  3.  9.  "Whilft  thejr  knew  that  he  was  mo 
Angel,  they,  like  Gideon,  were  afrai4  that  they  Ihonld 
die,  becaufe  they  bad,^  Gf4\  as  they  ezpreft  themfelTea, 
▼er.  21^  la.  Wheq  Manoah  afted  this  Angel's  name,  be 
fidd,  b  is  Womdtrfidt  ver.  i8«  It  was  not  the  qnine  of  him 
that  (ent  him,  bat  his  own,  that  he  thos  .ezprclTe^.  '^hii 
is  a  ftrikiag  proof  that  he  was  that  Sw^  who  ihonld  be  af- 
terwards givm.  For  this  u  one  of  his  names,  the  word  be« 
ingthe  (ame  as.  in  I(a.iju6.  And  on  this  occafioi^  the 
propriety  of  this  name  was  manifefted  by  his  condud,  to 
the  convidion  of  the  aftoniihed  fpefiatory.  For  when  Mm- 
noah  had  ofiered  a  kid  unto  the  Lord,  thg  Amgel  did  Vi^m^ 
dirauflji  4mdMamkdfmitdbuvn/k  looted  im^vtr*  i^.  It  i% 
the  fiune  peribn  that  is  (aid  to  have  done  v^ondarotfif^  who 
declared  his  name  to  be  Womder/uL  The  one  terns  un- 
doubtedly refieca  to  the  other.  Bpt  he  v\rho  thus.  di4 
wonderodly  was  Jehotah.  Therefore,  the  oflSuring  was 
made  to  this  Angel  as  Jehotah.  For  according  to  the 
original,  the  words  run*tbus :  He  ofiered  it  umto  Jebotah, 
€uul  be  did  noonderxmjly.  li  was  undoubtedly  of  the  Ange} 
that  the  woman  faid,  i/*  Jehovah  xoere  Sq  killt$s^  be  %uttid 
9toi  bene  received  a  bumt-offeriug^  ami  a  meat-offering  at  oar 
bands :  neitber  womJd  be  bave  Jbevaed  us  aU  tbefe  shingly 
nor  would  as  at  tbis  time  bave  told  us  Jucb  tbings  as  tbeft^ 
▼er.  23.  It  was  the  Angel  who  received  their  offisring, 
^Yio  Jbewed  and  ttdd  them  tbefe  things. 

Whether  Nebncfaadnexzar  had  received  any  knowledge 
of  the  Jewifii  theology  by  means  of  Daniel,  or  from  what 
might  have  been  {aid  by  the  three  witneiTes  again  ft  hb 
idolatry  ;  or  fpoke,  like  the  high-pried,  by  an  immediate 
ampnUie,  without  knowing  the  piopcr  meanmg  of  what  he 
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Ikidy  or  borrowed  his  ideas  from  tradition,  we  cannot  pre- 
tend to  determine.  But  the  account  which  he  gives  of  the 
de&verance  of  thefe  faithful  confefibrs,  is  perfedlj  con- 
ibnant  to  the  creed  of  the  ancient  Jews.  He  fatd^  Loy  I  fee 
Jour  mem  loo/e^  vHilking  in  the  fmdft  of  the  fire  ;  ■  and  the 
form  of  the  fourth  is  like  the  Son  of  God^  Dan.  iii.  25. 
Afterwards  he  declares  his  fentiments  concerning  this  il- 
luftrioua  Perfon,  in  thefe  words  ;  Blejfed  be  the  God  ofSha- 
dracb^  &c.  who  hath  fent  his  Angel  and  delivered  his  fer» 
vasUs^  yer.  a8. 

We  have  formerly  feen  that  this  Angel,  when  he 
appeared  unto  Joihua,  made  him  ielf  known  as  Prince  of  the 
hofl  of  the  Lord.  It  would  feem  to  be  the  (JEime  illuftrious 
Meflenger,  who  is  called  Michael^  one^  or  rather,  the  firfl 
rftbt  chief  princesj  Dan.  x.  13.  Michael  your  Prince^  that 
is,  the  prince  of  the  peopfe  of  God,  ver.  21.  and  Michail 
the  great  Prince^  chap.  xii.  i.  The  lad  of  thefe  paflages  evi- 
dently refers  to  the  Gofpel  date,  and  exprefles  the  whole  of 
that  diftinguifhed  appearance  that  he  (hould  make  for  the 
church  during  this  difpenfation.  Either,  Michael  is  he 
who  appears  as  the  Me{]iah  -,  or,  in  this  prophecy,  the  ho- 
nour which  excluiively  belongs  to  the  MeiHah  is  appropri- 
ated to  another,  and  the  world  to  come  is  put  into  fubjeBion 
to  a  mere  angel.  The  language  of  the  place  feems  prima- 
rily to  refped  the  incarnation  of  this  Prince,  And  at  that 
tisne  Jhall  Michael  fiand  up^  the  great  Prince  who  fiandetb 
former  zvho  is  fet  over^  the  children  of  Shy  people.  As  at 
the  time  of  the  delivery  of  the  prophecy,  this  Angel  is  de- 
ficribed  as  fuftaining  a  peculiar  relation  to  the  church,  of  ^ 
a  permanent  nature  \  when  the  fatne  phrafeology  is  ufed 
with  refped  to  futurity,  it  muft,  denote  a  new  and  more 
fignal  appearance  in  this  relation.  His  appearance  in  our 
nature  may  properly  be  denominated  fianding  upy  as  the 
correlate  of  his  being  raifed  up ;  a  phrafe  often  ufed  in  this 
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fenficy  Deut.  xviiL  15.  18.  Ad6ii,30.  iiL  22.  vih  57. 
Indeed,  the  fame  term  is  ufed  in  different  plaoea,  to  de» 
note  the  fame  illuftrious  event.  In  thai  day  tbenjbattbi  a 
root  ofjepj  wbojballfiattdfor  an  enjign  of  the  peoph^  !&• 
xi.  10.  And  he  fballfland  and  feed  in  the  fbrength  9f  JK- 
BOVAH,  Mic.  V.  4.  Job  exprefles  the  fame  idea,  although  a 
different  word  is  ufed  in  the  original.  /  know  thai  my 
Redeemer  livetb^  and  that  hefbaUfland  np  the  latter ^  or  Zi^ 
cne^  upon  the  earthy  chap.  xiz.  25.  The  Patriarch  dtdatts 
his  perfuafion  of  the  prefent  exiftence  of  this  glorious  Per- 
fon,  whom  he  claims  as  his  Redeemer.  But  he  was  alfo 
affured  that,  in  a  future  period,  he  would,  even  to  the 
fenfible  eye,  more  fignally  appear  in  this  charaAer,^  as  the 
latter  ane^  who  ihould  redeem  him  from  all  that  deftrudiiDli 
brought  upon  him  bj  the  former.  For  this  dedignation 
may  be  viewed  as  equivalent  to  that  ufed  by  the  Apoflle 
Paul,  when  he  caUs  Chrift  the  tafl  Adam^  x  Cor.  xv«  45. 

The  word  rendered  flakd  up^  occurs  often  in  this  pro- 
phecy. In  all  the  other  paffages,  it  denotes  a  diitinguifhikl 
appearance  in  a  new  fituation;  either  that  of  kingdoms 
newly  formed,  chap.  viii.  22.  or  of  individuals  affumitig 
the  royal  charader,  chap.  viii.  23.  xi.  2,  3,  4.  7.  ao.  2f .-  or 
a&ing  a  new  part  in  this  cbarader,  chap  viii.  25.  If  it  be 
granted  that  Chrift  is  meant,  when  we  read  of  Michael  and 
liis  angeb,  Rev.  xii.  7.  it  cannot  be  fuppofed  that  the  lame 
name  could  belong  to  any  other  under  tlie  Old  Tefbunent^ 
Taejlanding  up  of  this  Prince  is  reprefented  as  lucceeded 
by  a  time  of  trouble^  fuch  as  never  was  Jince  there  was  a 
nation*  To  what  period  can  this  fo  properly  refer,  as  to 
that  which  fucceeded  our  Lord's  appearing  in  human  tta^ 
tiure,  when  the  Jews  were  fo  feverely  puniihed  for  their 
imbelief  ?  Our  Lord  evidently  alludes  to  theiie  very  wordSf 
when,  in  deicribing  the  calamities  of  that  people,  he  (ays  1^ 
For  then  Jbatt  be  great  tribulation,  fucb  at  was  notice  thtk 
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iiginmng  of  the  world  to  this  timif  no^  nor  everjball  be. 
Mat.  zxiv.  21.  That  remnani  according  to  the  ekffion  of 
graee,  Rom.  xi.  5.  which  was  {aved  during  the  time  of 
trodble,  ieems  alfo  to  be  particularly  pointed  out  in  the  fol- 
lowing-words of  Daniel;  jlt  that  time  thy  people  Jhall he 
delivered^  every  one  that  Jhall  he  found  written  in  the  book* 
What  oar  Lord  adds  concerning  thefe  days  of  trouble  cor- 
rdpoods  with  this  declaration :  For  the  eleOs  fake  thoje 
deysjballhejbmrtenedy  Mat.  xziv.  2  a. 

But  how  fpedal  foever  the  refped  which  this  prophecy 
has  to  the  firft  age  of  Chriflianity,  it  cannot  be  confined  to 
this.  For  the  refurrefiion  is  introduced,  ver.  2.  But  as 
tbe  gofpel  difpenfation  is  often  prophetically  reprefented 
as  one  day,  it  is  well  known  that  the  events  belonging  to  it 
are  as  often  exhibited  in  the  dofeft  connexion,  without  any 
regard  to  diiiance  of  time,  and  that  the  fame  language  &e- 
^nendy  refpefis  very  different  events ;  one  mercy  or  judg- 
ment being  the  prefage  of  another,  and  being  alfo  a  partial 
aocomplifhment  of  a  prophecy  to  be  more  fully  accomplifh- 
ed  in  future.  Of  this  kind  are  the  predifiions  of  our 
Saviour,  recorded  in  Mat.  xxiv.  fome  of  which  mufl  ne- 
ceflarily  be  viewed  as  refpeding,  both  his  coming  to  pu- 
nilh  the  Jewifh  nation,  and  his  final  coming  *,  as  the  awfiil 
vifitation  of  that  people  was  undoubtedly  meant  as  a  pre- 
lude, and  pledge  of  the  certainty,  of  the  laft  judgment. 

However,  the  charader  of  Michael  not  being  fo  particu- 
lariy  defined  as  that  of  the  divine  Meflenger  called  the 
Angel  of  the  Lord;  I  do  not,  in  the  general  argument, 
lay  any  ftrels  on  the  view  which  I  have  ventured  to  give  of 
this  prophecy. 

We  have  a  ftriking  account  of  this  Angel  in  the  pro- 
phecy of  Zechariah.  He  appears  as  a  man  in  the  midft 
of  the  church,  which  is  reprefented  as  in  a  low  fituation. 
Bu(  even  in  this  ch^rafter  he  appiears  fuperlor  to  other  an- 
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gels,  chap.  L  8.  who  are  feut  to  walk  to  and  fro  thrtmghoiA 
tie  eartbf  ver.  lo.  and  give  an  account  of  the  ilate  of  mat- 
ten  to  him  as  ^^eir  Lord,  ver.  ii.  He  is  de&ribed  as  inter- 
ceding wit]i  JxHovAH,  and  as  fuccefsfol  in  his  interceffion* 
ver.  13.  13.  as  &nt  by  th«  Lord  of  hofts,  and  yet  as  himfclf 
J)earing  this  name,  ver.  20.  chap.  ii.  8.  It  is  obiervabk  diat, 
throoghoat  this  prophecy,  the  title  of  the  Angel  of  the  Lonf 
is  appropria^d  to  this  one  Angel  who  appears  in  the  like- 
nels  of  human  nature. 

It  may  be  afterwards  ihcwn  that  this  was  the  Angel 
\iUio  appeared  to  Moles  as  the  I  AM,  and  who  wemt  be/ore 
the  children  of  IlraeL  But  fo  ftrong  is  the  evidence  ari* 
fing  from  the  pafTages  "already  confidered,  in  fiipport  of  the 
dodrine  of  our  Saviour's  divinity,  in  connexion  with  that 
of  his  operation  as  an  Angel  under  the  Old  Teftament,  that 
it  is  fcarcely  conceivable  that  any  one,  who  does  not  rejeA 
the  Scriptures,  ihould  refufe  the  force  of  it,  without  wil- 
fojly  refifting  the  teftimony  of  the  Spirit.  If  this  fcriptural 
proof  has  not  been  fairly  ftated,  let  Dr  P.  point  out  the  £d- 
lacy,  that  none  may  be  deceived. 

Whatever  ideas  the  Jews  may  be  fuppofed  to  have 
generally  entertained,  at  the  time  of  our  Saviour's  appear- 
ance ;  and  whatever  have  been  their  opinions  fince ;  it  is 
evident  that  when  the  prophecy  of  Malachi  was  deli- 
vered, they  expeded  a  divine  Meflenger,  one  who  had 
both  the  nature  of  God,  and  the  office  of  an  Angel  i  that 
fame  Angel  who  had  faved  them  all  the  days  of  old* 
Therefore  faith  the  prophet  *,  TXf  Lord^  whom  ye  dejtre^ 
'JbaU  fuddenly  come  to  his  temple^  even  the  Mejfenger  of  the 
covenant  whom  ye  delight  in,  chap.  iii.  i.  There  can  be  no 
proper  reafon  to  doubt,  that  the  perfon  referred  to  is  the 
Meffiah.     This  is  granted   even  by  the  modem    Jews*. 

He 
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Me  was  peculiarlj  the  objed  of  their  defire  and  detigbi. 
But  our  opponents  muft  either  grant  that,  in  the  days  of 
Malachi,  the  Jews  deiiredy  delighted  in,  and  of  courier  ex- 
peded  a  divine  Meffiah ;  or  charge  the  prophecy  with  car- 
rying a  falfehood  in  it;  nay,  one  lo  palpable,  that  it 
CQiiU  not  for  a  moment  efcape  any  individual  of  that  na- 
tion. This  muft  undoubtedly  have  been  the  cafe,  had 
they  ezpefied  no  other  Meifiah  **  than  a  man  like  them- 
**  felves.*'  For,  although  Adowd  be  the  word  here  uied, 
it  is  acknowledged  by  the  Jews,  as  has  been  already  feen^ 
diat  tt  is  a  ndme  expreflivii  of  divine  power  *• 


CHAP.    IX. 

Of  ii§  Son  being  revealed  in  tbe  Old  7e/laminti  as  tb4 
Word^  and  Wifdom  of  God 

TT  AVING  proved,  as  we  hope,  to  the  {atb&dion  of 
the  candid,  that  the  ancient  Jews  believed  in  a  per- 
final  Word ;  we  proceed  to  examine  the  ground  of  their 
fiuth,  or  to  inquire,  if  there  be  any  evidence  that  the  Mef- 
fiah was  revealed,  in  the  Scriptures  of  the  Old  Teftament, 
under  this  charader.  Many  pafiages  mi^t  be  mentioned, 
which  it  ieems  mofl  reafonable  to  underfbnd  in  this  fenle. 
"But  we  (hall  only  attend  to  a  few,  which  cannot  with  pro- 
priety bear  any  other  meaning. 

In  the  thankfgiving  which  David  offered  up,  after  the 
prophet  was  fent  to  inform  him  of  God's  acceptance  of 
his  intention  to  build  him  an  houfe,  inftead  of  the  adion 
itfcK^  he  uies  this  language  ;  For  tby  Word's  faiei  and  ac- 
ewding  to  thine  own  heart ^  hafi  thon  done  all  tbefe  tbings^ 
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2  Sam*  vii.  ii.  From  the  expreffioiit  as  it  appears  in  this 
place,  there  is  no  necefiitjr  for  fuppofing  that  David  meant 
the  perfooal  Word.  But  the  cafe  is  otherwife,  when  we 
turn  ooreye  to  the  parallel  paflage,  i  Chron.  xvii.  19.  O  Lari^ 
for  thy  Servant's,  fale^  and  acccrding  to  thime  own  beart^ 
loft  thou  done  oB  this  greatnefs.  Bkre  the  Word  of  God  ap- 
pears as  his  lervant.  Under  this  defignation,  indeed,  was 
lie  revealed  to  the  church  of  lirael,  Ifa.  xUL  i.  Behold 
my  Servant  whom  I  uphold.  Some  underfland  the  ex* 
preiBon,  as  it  is  recorded  in  the  Chronicles,  as  if  it  were 
m  ellipjis^  inflead  of,  ^  For  the  lake  of  the  word  which 
'  thou  haft  fpoken  to  thy  fervaht."  But  we  apprehend  that 
10  other  inftance  of  fuch  an  ellipfis  can  be  produced.  Ac- 
:ording  to  this  view,  in  the  one  place  it  is  the  word  ;  in 
Jie  other  the  perfon  to  whom  it  was  fpoken.  Thus,  there 
nuft  be  an  abfolute  change  of  the  fubjed.  If  we  take  the 
language  fimplj,  without  fuppofing  an  ellipfis,  and  at  die 
ame  time  underftand  the  word  as  denoting  the  revdatioa 
Ebmicrly  made  to  David  •,  there  is  a  change  of  the  very 
"taufe  of  the  divine  operation.  For  in  the  former  paflage, 
Gk)d  is  faid  to  do  all  this  for  bi$  word's  £sdcLe,  that  is,  for 
Ms  own  fake,  for  the  h<mour  of  his  futhfulnefi.  But  ap 
;ording  to  the  latter,  it  is  all  done  for  David's  fake :  azul 
his  language  is  a£cribed  to  him  at  the  very  time  that  he  is 
iiiclaiming  all  merit,  and  humbly  layings  What  am  /,— 
hat  thou  baji  brought  me  hitherto  f 

It  feems  aUb  moft  natural  to  underftand  i  Sam.  iii.  ax.  in 
he  fame  fenfe:  ^nd  the  Lord  appeared  again  in  Sbilob  :  for 
be  Lord  revealed  him/elf  to  Samuel  in  Sbilob,  by  the  Word 
/  the  Lord.  It  is  firft  declared  that  the  Lord  appeared. 
fhe  following  claufe  is  added  as  an  illuftration  of  the 
nanner  of  this  appearance :  For  Jehovau  revealed  bim^ 
elf  by  the  Word  0/ j&HQVAU.    Literally,  ht /hewed  bim- 

Self. 
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fijf.    Tbe  tixptcBoa  is  fingolar.    As  &r  as  I  can  obfisnrc, 
k  is  not  cUewbere  uied. 

If  we  look  back  to  Gen.  xr.  i.  we  {ball  find  another  paf- 
hfjR  tbat  cannot  weQ  bear  a  di&rent  meaning  :  ji/ier  thejk 
tUngi^  the  Word  of  the  Lord  came  utito  Ahram  ifiy  or  by  a 
vf/BoMf  /ayitgf  Fior  not,  Abram:  I  am  thy  JlnM.  It  is 
cmdeBtdiat,  on  this  occafion,  tbere  was  an  appearance  of 
die  ^eaker.  He  came^  or  was  ly  vifion.  Now  it  is  clear 
from  Ibripturey  that  the  Father  never  afiumed  any  form. 
This  could  not  be  a  creature.  For  not  only  is  he  called 
hard  Godf  and  defcuibed  as  the  objed  of  £uth,  ver.  6.  but  he 
cxptc&ly  announces  himfelf  as  diat  Jehovah  who  brought 
▲bnm  otti  of  Vr  of  the  ChaUees^  ver.  7.  He  is  God  the 
^Mige,  ver.  14.  and  he  enters  into  covenant  mth  Abram^ 
«er.  18. 

The  Word  not  only  appears,  but  is  alfo  the  fpeaker.    Tie 
Word  came^-~fayiHg.     A  mere  word  may  be  fpoken  or /aid. 
we  cannot  eaiily  conceive,  how  it  ihould  fpeak  or  fay  0 
form  of  exprefRon,  indeed,  is  frequently  ufed  in  the 
Old  Teftament.     But  no  proof  can  be  given,  that  it  is  not 
die  peifonal  Word  who  is  meant  in  all  the  places  where  it 
occurs.     The  probttbility  lies  on  the  other  fide ;  efpecially 
when  it  would  be  doing  violence  to  the  context  to  under- 
fiaad  the  expreffion  differently.     It  cannot  be  (aid  that  Jeho^ 
mah  is  the  fiibftantive  agreeing  with  the  participle  faying  ; 
becaniie  the  name  is  here  in  ftatu  regiminisy  and  therefore 
die  government  of  Dahar^  rendered  tj^e  Word. 
It  docs  not  appear  that,  in  the  Hebrew  fcriptures,  the 
governed^  in  the  flatc  of  conftru6>ion,  is  ufed  as  the 
nrmiinative  of  the  verb,  or  the  antecedent  of  any  perfonal  . 
or  relative  pronoun,  to  the  exclufion  of  the  noun  governing. 
It  is  this  Word  that  iay^^.  Fear  noty  Abram  ;  I  am  thy 
JbieUL    Neither  here,  nor  in  moft  of  the  pafiages  where 
d^  lame  mode  of   expreffion  is  ufed,    do  we  find  that 
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commoD  introdufiioii  of  the  diinne  meflages,  Vnufakh  tbt 
Lord,  If  the  Word  be  not  here  undeiftood  peifbnallyy  no 
perlbn  is  mentioned.  For  we  have  £een  that  the  name, 
^ebijFoab^  is  fo  conneded,  that  it  cannot  denote  a  perfbn 
diftinfflj  from  the  Word.  The  prunoon  /  neceflarilj  re- 
lates to  the  whole  term,  the  Word  of  Jebowib.  We  alio 
find  the  £une  charader  eUewhere  afcribed  to  the  Word, 
which  is  here  claimed  by  him :  ITbt  Word  of  Jehovah  is 
tried;  he  is  a  buckler,  otjhieldto  aUthofe  that  trufi  in  him^ 
PiaL  xviii.  30.  Here  the  pronoun  he  immediately  refers  to 
the  Word  of  yihovab. 

There  is  evidently  an  interchange  of  language  between 
this  Word  and  Abram.  jind  Ahram  faid.  Behold^  to  jbu 
thou  hq/l  given  no  Jeed,  &c.  jind  heboid,  the  Word  of  the 
Lord  unto  him.  Joying,  Thisjbai/  not  he  thine  heir,  ver.  3.  4. 
Came,  in  our  verfion,  is  a  fupplement.  I  ihall  only  add, 
that  the  pronoun  he  occurs  again  in  ver.  5.  It  is  the  Word  of 
Jehovah  of  whom  it  is  £dd;  And  he  brought  bim^  viz. 
Abram,  forth  again. 

Hag.  ii.  4.  5.  has  been  underftood  by  various  interpretejrs 
as  denoting  the  Logos.  I  am  with  you,  faith  the  Lord  of 
hojls,  according  to  the  word  that  I  covenanted  with  you  when 
ye  came  up  out  of  Egypt ,  fo  my  Spirit  remaineth  among  you: 
fear  ye  not.  Thus  it  is  in  our  verfion.  But  the  tranflators 
have  marked  thefe  words,  according  to,  as  a  fupplement* 
The  introdu£Hon  of  it  certainly  obfcures  the  true  ienie.  If 
we  read  the  paiTage  fimply,  without  the  fupplement,  the 
particle  DM,  eth,  may  be  viewed  as  demonihative  \  I  am 
with  you  i^^Tbe  Word,  &c.  But  it  feems  more  proper  to 
confider  it  as  a  prepoiition  ;  becaufe  the  il  be  demonjirative 
is  oined  with  ^i^,  dabar.  Thus  it  may  be  juftly  tranf- 
latedy  with;  I  am  with  you,-^^with  the  Word,  Scc«  To 
make  the  fenfe  agree  with  the  fupplement,  our  tranflators 
have  rendered  the  coDJun£lion  1  ve,  Jo.    But  there  is  no 
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ooctfion  to  deviate  firom  its  ordinary  meaning  wluch  is  ofuL 
HK  <^9  3S  a  prepofition,  ieenis  to  govern  ^r\\^  rubiy  mj 
fiiriij  as  weU  as  ^^11  dabitr^  the  Word; — with  the  Word^^ 
tmd  with  my  Spirit  remaining  in  the  mid/l  of  you.  The 
wocd  PTtOnf^  being  the  participle,  moft  natoraUy  conneds 
with  the  prepofition.  Thus  Jehovah  of  hofts  declares  how 
he  it  preftnt  among  his  people  It  is  vnth  his  Word  and 
Spirit,  and  bj  their  operation.  Thence  the  paflage  has 
juftly  beeh  urged  as  a  proof  of  a  Trinity  of  perfons  *. 

The  Word  b  literally  faid  to  have  been  cut  off.    This  is 
liie  original  and  proper  meaning  of  the  expreffion  rendered 
€enenttnted     For  it  is  nfed  only  in  a  iecondary  fenfe,  to  fig- 
mfy  the  making  of  a  covenant.     It  is  alfo  to  be  obferved^ 
that  generally  when  it  has  the  latter  fignification,  it  is  joined 
with  the  w^Td  Beritb  f.     Now,  the  Word  was  typically  cut 
tff  in  their  cor.ing  out  of  Egpyt,  in  the  ordinance  of  the 
Faflbver,  which  -was  celebrated  on  the  very  night  of  their 
departure.     He  was  cut  off  m  ^  the  £u:rifices  inftituted  in 
the  wildemeis.     But  although  the  ordinary  fenfe  were  pre- 
ferred, it  would  be  no  objedion  to  our  view  of  the  paflage. 
Junius  and  Tremellius  read;  Tie  Word  in  whom  I  rovr- 
lUutted,     For  the  law  was  ordained  in  the  hand  of  a  Media- 
tor,   But  though  the  prepofition,  in,  were  not  fuppofed  to 
be  included,  there  could  be  no  impropriety  in  underfland- 
mg  the .  language  of  Chrift:  for  he  is  given  for  a  covenant 
of  the  peopUy  I(a.  xlii.  6.  xlix.  8.  becaufe  it  is  only  in  him 
diat  God  enters  into  any  foederal  tranfadion  with  finfiil  crea- 
tnres.     Therefore,  he  is  alfo  called  the  Meffenger^  or  Angd 
of  the  covenant <^  Mai.  iii.  i. 

Befid^ 

a  Glaf&i  PhiL  Sacr.  lib.  ill.  t.  6.  p.  xo68. 

f  I  can  find  one  piflage  only  where  it  is  nfed  by  itfelf  to  denote  a  foe* 
denl  tnoia^on,  a  Cbron.  rii.  x8. 
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Befides  the  natural  apd  proper  meanmg  qC  the  vofdn, 
there  are  feveral  things  which  confirm  this  view.  It  &oA* 
ly  agrees  with  the  account  eUewhere  given  of  the  priyQc^ 
of  tjie  ancient  Church,  lia.  bdiL  9.  10.  Tie  Angd^ii$pr>^ 
fincefoBvei  thtm. — But  tb^  rebelled  and  vested  bis  Hofy  JSpirk* 
Befides,  the  Mefliah  is  the  gteat  fiibjed  of  this  meffiige 
of  comfort.  For  it  immediately  follows ;  Tet  omct,  iiiee^ 
^ttie  wbUe^ — and  I  viiUfiake  all  nationsy  and  tie  defire  rf  edi 
nations  JiaU  come%  Hag.  iL  6.  7.  The  connexion  of  diefe 
words  with  the  preceding  affords  an  unanfwersdde  prpo^ 
that  the  perfional  Word  is  meant.  For  the  contimied  pcc^ 
fence  of  this  covenanted  Word^  is  here  afiigned  as  cue  great 
reaibn  why  they  were  not  to  fear.  Now,  we  are  affuxcd 
fir(Hn  undoubted  authority,  that  the  ceremonial  law,  as'  long 
as  it  continued,  was  {syoke  of  bondage.  But  this  is  not  alL 
The  very  abolition  of  that  word  ndiich  waus  covenanted,  or 
of  the  covenant  confidered  as  legal,  is  here  promised  as 
ground  of  confidence  and  comfort.  For  this  is  the  unqoe- 
iUonable  meaning  of  thefe  words,  /  willjiaie  tie  ieavens: 
and  thus  we  find  them  appUed,  Heb.  xii.  a6, 17.  as  denotii^. 
the  vifible  firaipe  of  the  Church.  It  is  alio  declared,  for 
the  further  confolation  of  believers,  that  this  fhould  take 
place  ii^  a  little  while.  Now,  it  would  be  abfurd  to  fiippoGB, 
{hat  God  fhould  declare  the  continuance  of  a  covensmt  to  be 
matter  of  comfort,  at  the  very  time  that,  with  the  lame  de- 
fign,  he  promifes  its  fpeedy  abolition. 

The  Doftor  evidently  underfiands  Solomon  as  merely 
allegorizing,  when  he  fpeaks  of  IVi/dom,  Prov.  viii».  While 
Socinians  endeavour  to  evade  the  force  of  any  argument 
derived  from  the  ufe  of  that  defignation,  tie  Word  of  the 
Lordy  by  aflerting  that  it  means  God  Umfelf;  they  find  it 
neceffary  to  thange  their  ground  with  rcfpeft  to  Wifdom^ 

which 
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which  they  underfiand  as  iignif  jing  a  particular  attribute  of 
Pettj*  But  although  the j  fpeak  as  if  they  were  the  only 
peo^  poiflefled  of  reafouy  thej  give  fuch  interpretations  of 
fciipture  as  leave  it  loaded  with  abfurditj.  For  if  the  wife 
maa  cekbrates  a  mere  attribute,  he  expreiles  himfelf  in  a 
fpaitfi^  irreconcileable  to  the  common  rules  of  language* 
For  this  Wildom  iajs ;  Coun/elis  mine^  and  found  wifdom^ 
▼er.  14.  It  muft  be  granted,  either  that  a  perlon  is  meant, 
or  diat  an  attribute  may  be  the  fubjed  of  an  attribute  \ 
nzj9  diat  a  thing  may  be  predicated  of  idelf.  Does  not 
die  reader  learn  a  great  deal,  by  being  informed  that  ^*  ¥ri£- 
«•  dooi  belongs  to  wifdom?"  Nor  is  it  much  better  to  fay* 
m  this  lienfe,  /  bavejlrengtb.  Is  power  an  attribute  of  the 
attribute  of  wifdom  ?  That  expreflion,  /  wtu  fet  up  Jrom 
e^irlaftimgy  ver.  23.  can  with  no  propriety  apply  to  a  mere 
pcrfcftioo.  When  underflood  of  perfenal  Wifdom,  it  has  a 
bieantifiil  and  comfortable  meaning ;  as  denoting  his  eternal 
Qfdination  to  the  office  of  Mediator.  In  what  fenfe  can  the 
attribut  eof  wifdom  be  laid  to  be  brought  forth?  ver.  25. 
The  language  cannot  be  underflood  of  any  achial  or  openir- 
tive  difplay  of  this  perfefiion.  It  exprefsly  excludes  fuch 
an  idea.  For  this  event  is  laid  to  have  been  previous  to 
creation^  that  is,  before  any  external  manifeflation  of  the 
divine  perfedions.  It  will  not  be  pretended,  that  this  per- 
U86xm  was  generated  in  the  diviiie  elTence.  And  we  can- 
not think  of  any  view,  befides  that  ordinarily  taken,  which 
would  not  do  violence,  either  to  the  connexion,  or  to  com- 
mon fenfe. 

This  Wifdom  is  not  only  brought  forthy  but  brought  upf 
ver.  30.  How  can  we  fuppofc  an  attribute  to  be  compared 
to  ^  fofter  child ?  Place  is  affigned  to  it;  *Then  was  I  by 
him :  and  a£fe&ion, — rejoicings  delights.  An  infpired  Evan- 
gelifl,  fpeaking  of  the  £une  Wifdom,  under  another  cha- 
xa^r,  our  opponents  thcmfclves  being  judges,  borrows  the 
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comparifon  here  ufed,  eiq>reiling  it  more  fimpl  j ;  72^  fmtj 
begaiten^  who  is  in  the  bojom  of  the  Father ^  John  i.  18  *.  Heref 
indeed,  we  have  the  ideas  conveyed  by  both  thefe  terms, 
brought  forth^  and  brought  up^  exhibited  at  once.  That 
the  language  is  applicable  to  a  perfon  only,  may  be  after- 
wards, proved. 

The  iame  perfon  is  evidently  introduced,  (£ap.  i.  20^—32. 
Wifdom  is  made  to  fay,  /  will  pour  out  my  Spirit  unto  jtm^ 
ver.  23.  That  a  fpirit  may  have  wifdom,  can  be  eafilj 
conceived.  -  But  it  is  to  fuppofe  a  ftrange  inverfion,  to  iay 
that  the  attribute  of  wifdom  may  give  his  fpirit,  or  dif- 
penle  his  influences  to  others. 

Our  author  endeavours  to  get  rid  of  this  paflagcf,  by  com* 
paring  it  with  others  in  which  the  figure  of  perfonificatiooi 
is  employed.  "  One  method  of  allegorizing,"  he  fiiys, 
'*  which  took  its  rife  in  the  Eaft,  was  the  perfonification  of 
^  things  vdthout  life,  of  which  we  have  many  beantifiil 
^  examples  in  the  books  of  fcripture,  as  of  wifdom  by  So- 
*^  lomon,  of  the  dead  by  Ezekiel,  and  of  ^a  and  death  by 
«  the  apoftle  Paul  \r 

That  this  figure  is  often  ufed  in  {capture  is  undeniable. 
But  it  will  be  obferved,  that  generally  the  perfonification  is 
not  continued  long ;  and  that  the  fpeaker  or  writer  returns 
to  the  proper  ftyle.  There  is  not  an  example  of  the  perfoni- 
fication of  one  thing  being  fo  long  continued,  and  including 
fo  many  circumftances,  any  where  elfe  in  fcripture.  Be- 
fides,  whatever  circumftances  are  introduced,  in  the  ufe  of 
this  figure,  juftly  apply,  at  leaft  in  a  metaphorical  fenfe, 
to  their  fubjed.  But  it  has  been  feen,  that  things  are  here 
afcribed  to  Wifdom,  which,  if  it  be  underfiood  as  a  per- 

feSion, 
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fisSioQy  cannot  admit  of  any  meaning.  It  ought  alfo  to  be 
oblerved,  that  however  frequently  this  figure  is  ufed,  there 
is  no  difficuk  J  in  knowing  that  the  language  muft  be  under- 
ftood  figuratively.  It  is  fo  introduced,  as  fcarcely  to  leave 
the  weakeft  reader  in  doubt.  But  the  paflage  before  us,  as 
Sodnians  e^lain  it,  is  entirely  different,  in  this  refpefi, 
from  every  other  of  the  fame  kind.  For  it  is  undeniable^ 
that  almoft  all  readers  and  interpreters,  ancient  or  modem, 
even  the  moft  learned,  have  viewed  thi^  as  the  delcription 
of  a  perfbn.  Befides,  when  this  figure  is  introduced  in.  the 
hngoage  of  infpiration,  it  always  appears  with  the  greateft 
propriety  and  beauty.  But  the  perfonification  of  the  at- 
tribute of  wildom,  confidering  the  circumftances  already 
mentioned,  would  be  forced  and  unnatural. 

There  is  a  great  difference  between  this  paffage  and  that 
referred  to  in  Ezekiel,  chap,  xxxvii.  There  we  are  informed 
that  what  is  narrated,  took  place  only  in  vifion.  For  the 
whole  is  explained  of  the  houfe  of  Ifrael.  All  that  was 
tranlafied,  was  an  emblem  of  a  fpiritual  work.  The  fer- 
yants  of  the  Lord,  at  his  command,  prophefy  or  preach  to 
thofe  who  are  dead  in  Jins,  The  Jlejb  and  Jinews  of  a  pro- 
fieffion  often  appear,  where  there  is  no  fpiritual  life.  This 
can  only  proceed  from  the  Breath  or  Spirit  of  Jehovah, 
and  muft  be  prayed  for  by  his  fervants.  Here  fa£b  esadly 
correfpond  with  emblems. 

Sim  is  perfonified,  Rom.  vii.  and  faid  to  deceive^  to  wori^ 
to  fliy ;  becaufe  it  is  the  immediate  agent  in  producing  all 
tbeie  effeds,  as  difiufing  diforder  and  defilement  through 
the  foul.  It  deceives.  For  all  the  power  of  deception  pro- 
ceeds frxmi  it.  It  xvorJks  ail  manner  of  concupifcence ;  as 
the  operadons  of  various  lufts  are  merely  the  workings  of 
this  general  principle.  It  Jlays.  This  word  is  indeed  uled 
figuratively,  with  refped  to  the  mind.  But  fliU  it  exprefles 
what  is  true  in  a  fpiritual  fenie.    Thus  it  really ^rv;  Saulf 
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hj  driving  him  nearly  to  defpair,  by  'oborltng  death  in 
foul.  Death  is  aUb  perfonified.  But  nothing  is  aflcrted  of 
ity  which  mnft  neceffarily  be  underftookl  of  a  real  perfoo  ; 
as  hath  been  proved  with  refped  to  Wifdom. 

That  apocryphal  book,  the  Wiidom  of  Solomon,  affords 
tnany  proo&  that  die  ancient  Jews  confidered  Wifdom  as  a 
perfon.  I  fliall  refer  to  one  only.  "  Wifilom  is  the  worker 
^  of  all  things,  in  whom  is  an  nnderflanding  fpirit,  holy, 
**  only-begotten,  manifold,  fubtle,  lively,— quick, — who 
**  cannot  be  letted, — the  breath  of  the  power  of  God," 
chap.  vii.  22.  Thefe  things  cannot  apply  to  the  attribute 
of  wifdom.  For  it  is  here  reprefented  as  the  inmiediate 
agent  in  creation,  and  as  what  cannot  be  letted^  which  ex- 
preiEons  more  properly  belong  to  power.  It  is  laid  to  have 
a /pint.  This  cannot,  with  any  propriety,  be  afierted  of 
an  accident.  It  is  only-hegottert.  To  afl*ert  this  of  an  attri- 
bute, would  be  a  ridiculous  ftretch  of  perfonification.  'WTien 
fidd  to  be  lively y  quick^  &c.  it  ezaffly  correfponds  widi  the 
account  given,  Heb.  iv.  12. 13.  of  that  Word  with  whom 
nve  have  to  do.  It  is  called  "  the  breath  of  the  power  of 
**  God."  This  could  never  be  meant  by  any  reafonable 
perfon,  however  much  addifted  to  figurative  writing, 
as  a  defcription  of  the  perfeftion  of  wifdom.  For  the 
reverie  only  could  be  aflerted.  Power,  as  an  attribute,  might, 
by  a  ftrong  figure,  be  denominated  "  the  breath  of  the 
wifdom  of  God  ;"  as  being  its  exprefl[ion,  and  manifeftaUon. 
But  the  propofition  is  abfiu-d,  if  inverted ;  unlefs  it  be 
meant  of  a  perfon,  whofe  generation  might  be  exprefied  in 
this  manner. 

Wifdom  is  evidendy  introduced,  in  the  New  Teflament, 
as  a  perfon.     Not  to  infift  on  that  pafTage,  Wifdom  is  jufti- 
Jied  of  her  children^  Mat.  xi.  19.  there  are  others   about 
which  there  cannot  rcafonably  be  any  difpute.     Our  Sa- 
viour ufes  this  language ;  therefore  alfo  faid  the  Wifdom  of 

Cod, 
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ddj  I  wiU  find  tbem  prophets  and  apojlles^  Luke  zl.  49. 
The  pronoun  /  evidently  refers  to  tbe  Wifdom  of  God  as  the 
fpeaker.  This  Wifdom  not  only  fpeaks,  but  fends.  Here 
diere  is  not  a  ihadow  of  realbn  for  fuppofing  a  figurative 
perfanification.  For  Jefus  is  not  delivering  a  parable  or 
prophecy.  The  whole  language  of  the  context  is  tbnOlj 
literal  But  the  Spirit  of  God  ellewbere  gives  us  a  key 
finmndexilanding  this  language,  as ufed in  both  Teftaments; 
hy  informing  us  that  tbt  Wifdom  of  God  is  Chrijl^  x  Cor. 
i.  24. 
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"Tin,  DOCTRINE  OF  THE  NEW  TESTAMENT  CONCERNINO 

JESUS  CHRIST. 


C    H    A    P.      I. 

T^e  Jjigos  proved  to  be  a  Per/on^  from  the  IntrodttSion  to 
the  Gofp€l  of  John. 

AMONG  the  many  paflages  in  the  New  Te{bment 
^^  which  reprefent  the  Word  as  a  perfon,  the  IntrodiidEoa 
to  John's  Gofpcl  appears  with  dUlingmihed  lilftre. .  There- 
fore, in  every  age,  the  adverlaries  of  the  Deity  of  Chrift 
have  laboured  t«  involve  it  in  darknels.  The  fum  of  what 
is  maintained  by  Dr  P.  ieems  to  conlift  in  thefe  aflertions  : 

I.  That  John  did  not  mean,  by  the  Itpgoa,  a  perfbn,  but 
an  attribute. 

II.  That  it  is  almoft  certain  that  his  defign,  in  writing 
his  Gofpel,  was  to  corred  thofe  who  believed  that  the  Logos 
was  a  perfon. 
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III.  That,  in  the  introduftion  to  his  Gofpel,  he  alhider 
to  the  verj  iame  fyftem  as  in  his  firft  EpifUe,  in  which  he 
blames  thofe  only  who  denied  the  reality  of  Chrift's  hu- 
•     man  nature. 

I.  Dr.  P.  aflcrts,  that  John  did  not  mean,  by  the  Logos,, 
a  perfon.  but  an  attribute.  **  The  Chriftian  philofopheni** 
he  fays,  **  having  once  got  the  idea  that  the  Logos  mi^ 
•'  be  interpreted  of  Chrift,  proceeded  to  explain  what  John 
*'  fays  of  the  Logos  in  the  introdu£iion  of  his  Gofpel,  to 
**^  mean  the  fame  perfon,  in  dired  oppofition  to  what  he 
*'  really  meant,  which  was,  that  the  Logos  by  which  all 
''  things  were  made  was  not  a  being  diflinft  firom  God, 
«<  but  God  himfelf^  being  his  attribute^  his  williom  and 
*^  power,  dwelling  in  Chrift,  fpealdng  and  affing  hy 
«  him  ♦." 

This,  like  the  mofl  of  our  author's  pofitions,  refts  fplely 

on  his  own  aifertion.     But  although  the  proof  properly 

belongs  to  him,  I  (hall  endeavour  to  bring  poiitive  proof ' 

•to  the  contrary.     It  might  be  urged,  as  an  argument  of  no 

inconiiderable  weight  againft  this  aflertion,  that  thofe  who 

make  it  cannot  produce  another  inftance,  from  the  New 

Teftament,  of  the  word  Logos  being  ufed  to  fignify  the 

wifdom  or  power  of  God  as  an  attribute :  whereas  it  hath 

been  proved,  that  the  correfpondent  term,  in  the  Hebrew, 

is  fo  ufed  in  the  Old,  as  neceflarily  to  denote  a  perfon  :  and 

I  hope  to  make  it  appear  that  Logosj  in  fome  other  paflages, 

muft  be  underftood  in  the  {ame  fenfe.     But  I  am  willing  to 

reft  the  whole  controverfy  with  refpe&  to  the  meaning  of 

the  term  as  here  ufed,  on  the  evidence  arifing  from  the  paf« 

fage  itfelf.     For  if  we  attentively  confider  the  Introdudion 

to  this  Gofpel,  which  includes  the  firft  eighteen  veries,  we 

flisjl  find  almoft  as  many  arguments  againft  the  Socinian 

explanation,  as  there  are  words. 

Ifc 
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It  b  Dr  P.'s  profefled  intention  to  **  laboor  in  tbe  dif- 
"  oorerj  and  communication  of  truth  *•"  All  who  agree 
with  him,  pretend  to  reduce  the  do£trines  of  revelation  to 
die  level  of  human  underftanding.  Thofe  who  profefb  to 
inflxnd  mankind,  efpeciallj  when  it  is  their  avowed  defign 
to  oveithrow  eftabliihed  opinions,  ought  fairly  to  attend  to 
eveij  objedion,.  and  endeavour  to  fatisfy  every  reafonable 
inquirer.  I  ihall,  therefore,  at  times  take  the  liberty  of 
propofing  a  queftlon,  or  of  dating  a  diiEculty,  arifing  from 
their  interpretations  of  this  paifage.  For  if  the  friends  of 
the  Unitarian  fyftem  fincerely  wiih  to  make  converts,  they 
muft  nor,  as  hath  generally  been  their  praAice  hitherto, 
deal  in  nnfupported  afl*ertions,  or  ftart  afide  from  the  point 
of  an  argument,  by  propofing  another  of  their  own ;  but 
fidrly  meet  every  objedion,  give  it  due  weight,  and  plainly 
demonftrate  its  futiUty. 

To  pve  a  difiinfi  view  of  the  Evangeliffs  defign,  it  may 
be  die  moil  proper  plan  toconfider  the  verfes  in  their  order. 
Ver.  I.  2.  The  verb  w,  rendered  waSf  undoubtedly  ap- 
plies with  far  more  propriety  to  a  perfon  than  to  an  attri- 
bute ;  as  denoting  the  eternal  and  neceflary  exigence  of  the 
Word.  In  this  fenfe  it  is  ufed  by  the  fame  infpired  writer 
with  refpeft  to  God  the  Father,  Rev.  i.  4.  0  dv,  who  was. 
Our  Lord  fpeaks  of  himlelf  in  the  lame  language,  ver.  8. 
/  am  htowj  who  was. 

If  the  Evangelifl  meant  to  defcribe  an  attribute,  was  it 
not  prepofterous  and  unneceflary  to  fay  that  it  was  in  the 
he^mningy  that  it  was  with  Godf  If  this  be  the  fenfe,  is 
he  not  chargeable  with  an  tmmeaning  tautology,  when  he 
adds ;  7be  fame  was  in  the  beginning  with  God?  For  who 
could  fuppofe  that  the  Divine  Being  exifled  before  his  own 
wi£dom  and  power,  that  the  eflence  of  God  preceded  his 

I  2  perfedions? 
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peASdoDS  ?  As  it  is  ordinarj  with  ¥nritei8  to  exert  all  their 
powers  in  framing  a  ftriking  mtrodu^on ;  confidering  John 
merelj  as  a  writer^  is  this  paiTage  in  any  refped  oonfimant 
to  the  elevation  of  thought^  and  propriety  of  eipreifion, 
evident  in  every  other  part  of  his  writings?  Viewzng 
him  &&  infpiredf  is  fudi  an  imneceflary  aflertiony  eipccialty 
as  repeated  with  the  g^-eateil  {blemniQTy  worthy  of  the 
Spirit  of  infpiration  ? 

Indeed,  it  iieems  imdeniable  that^  if  the  Evangelift  meant 
by  this  term  to  denote  an  attribute,  there  was  no  occafion: 
whatfoever  for  the  repetition  in  ver.  2  ;  efpecially  as  the 
thing  aiTerted  contains  no  proof  that  this  was  his  meaning. 
For  if  it  was  once  underftood  that  this  term  fignified  merely 
a  divine  perfeftion,  inftead  of  its  being  necefiary  repeatedly 
to  afliire  the  reader,  that  the  attribute  of  vnfdom  orjletoir 
was  with  God  in  the  beginning,  and  not  afterwards  ac- 
quired or  generated',— a  fingle  declaration  of  this  would*  ap- 
pear fiiperfluous.  If^  then,  this  aflertion  is  of  no  avail  to 
prove  that  ah  attribute  is  meant  \  if,  even  (uppofing  that  it 
were,  fuch  a  repetition  would  be  unneceflary  \  we  rnnft 
endeavour  to  difcover  fonie  fnfficient  reafon  for  this  repeti- 
tion, which  feems  to  have  been  introduced  by  the  writer  as 
peculiarly,  emphatic.  The  only  reafon  that  can  naturally 
be  fuppofed,  is,  that  the  Evangelift  having  ailkited  that  the 
Word  was  God,  in  order  to  expreis  his  proper  and  fupreme 
Deity,  wiihed  to  guard  every  one  againft  that  very  error 
into  which  our  author  hath  faUen,  of  concluding,  from  this 
ezpiei&on,  that  diere  was  only  one  pcifon  in  the  divilie 
eflence.  Therefore  he  adds ;  Tht  fame  was  in  the  begm^ 
mng  with  Cc»d.  It  is  afcribing  a  very  retrograde  motion  to 
the  infpired  amanuenfj,  to  fay,  that  after  he  had  fpoken  of  the 
Word  as  an  attribute,  and  pofitively  aiTerted  that  it  was  God 
himfelf  he  fhould  inftanily  fly  off  from  this  final  idea,  and 
in  the  very  next  words  exhibits  his  fubjed  in  a  loofer  fonup 

as 
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as  onlj  with  God.  But  if  we  view  this  repetition  as  de* 
figned  to  guard  the  reader  egainft  fuppolingth^t  fuch  an 
unity  is  meant  as  excludes  a  phirality  of  co-eqiial  pertbns^ 
we  perceive  its  force  and  propriety  in  a  very  (Irikiiig  light. 
We  have  the  fnfaftance  of  the  three  foregoing  projtofitiona 
contained  in  one;  and  not  merely  fo»  but  each  of  the& 
truths  exhibited  in  its  proper  connexion. 

The  demonfirative  omo^  rendered  the  fame^  has  peculiar 
«mphafis«  For  it  does  not  merely  denote  Che  peffon  for? 
aeily  mentioned,  but  this  perfon  according  to  the  very  de- 
tnipticm  given  of  him,  as  God. 

Thus  Baiil  explains  the  paflage ;  ^  That  fame  Word, 
^  which  was  God,  was  alfo  in  the  beginniiig  with  God  *•** 
Here  that  term  is  u&d,  which  in  different  places  expreflei 
the  language  of  the  Father,  when  pointing  out  Jefus  Chriil 
as  the  objed  of  his  love,  and  of  man's  faith  \  particular ly^ 
ai  diflinguifhing  him  from  Mofes  and  Elias,  to  whom,  it 
would  leem,  the  thre^  difciples  were  inclined  to  pay  more 
lefpefi  than  was  lawfuL  Oyro;  This  is  my  beloved  Son  ;— 
hear  ye  bim^  Mat.  xvii.  5.  alfo  iii.  17.  The  Baptifl's  parti- 
cular deiignation  of  Jefus,  when  he  pointed  him  out  to 
ochet3,  as  it  were  with  the  finger,  is  expi^efled  in  the  fame 
manner ;  as  we  learn  from  ver.  15.  30.  33.  34.  of  this  chapter. 

The  prepoiition  7^,  tranflated  witbj  feem<  to  be  mod  natu- 
rally imderftood  in  the  fenfe  of  Tta^a  apud.  Socinians  cannot 
well  objed  to  this  view  as  it  is  that  of  their  patron  the  learn- 
ed Grotius.  This  mode  of  expreflion  is  ufed  in  other  parts  of 
Scripture,  with  refpe6t  ta  the  Son  of  God  *,  as  in  Prov.  viii. 
3C«  TJjen  was  I  hy  bim^  as. one  brought  up  WITH  him.  So 
Chriil  himfelf  prays;  Now^  0  Father^  glorify  thou  me 
%vith  thine  own /elf ^  with  the  glory  which  I  had  vafa  atauTUy 

I   3  with 
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with  thee  before  the  world  was,  chap.  xvii.  5.  Thus,  the  pro* 
pofidon  7fo(  marks  a  perfonal  diitinffion*  In  the  New  Tefta- 
ment,  it  frequently  denotes  the  prefence  of  one  perf<m  witb 
others.  In  this  fenle  our  Lord  fays ;  0  faitblefs  generatiom^ 
iow  longjbatt  I  he  (vfO(  vyioi)  with  you  ?  Mark  ix.  19.  And 
Paul;  Not  only  when  I  am  prefent  (xfo;  o^uju^  withyouj  &c. 
Gal.  iv.  18  ''.  But  this  term  does  not  feem  to  be  any  where 
ufed,  in  the  fenfe  here  impofed  on  it  by  Socinians,  to  exprels 
the  refidence  of  a  quality  in  a  fubjeA.  as  efiential  to  the  fiib- 
jed  in  which  it  refides.  Oirrof ,  the  fame^  being  thus  conneAed 
with  Tp'^y  ihews  that  the  fubjed,  according  to  the  account 
^ven  of  him  as  God,  was  with  God^  .that  is,  the  Father. 
The  repetition  of  thefe  words^  in  the  beginnings  as  connec« 
ted  ^eith  the  other  afl*ertionSy  denotes  that  as  God,  he  was 
etemaUy  with  God  :  it  being  generally  granted  that  in  the 
beginning  is  an  Hebrew  idiom'  for  ezprefling  eternity  +.  For 
whatever  was  in  the  beginning,  before  the  creation  of  aO 
thins^,  muft  have  eternally  exifted.  Thence,  the  Evangelift 
declares  that  the  Word  was  in  the  be^nning  with  God,  to 
fliew  that  his  exiflence  was  coeval  with  that  of  the  Father. 
We  generally  judge  of  the  meaning  of  a  writer  in  one  paf- 
iage,  from  the  fenfe  in  which  he  ufes  the  fame  language  in  an- 
other, concerning  which  there  is  no  difpute  ;  unlefs  it  appea^ 
that  we  muft  neceflarily  underftand  the  fame  terms  diferent- 
ly.  But  it  is  granted,  even  by  Dr  P.  t>  that  John,  in  the  intro- 
duftion  to  his  firft  EpiiUe,  by  the  WordofUfe  means  our  Lord 
Jefu*  Chrift.  Now  in  what  manner  does  he  exprels  himlelf 
the.  e  ?  iVoat  was  from  the  beginnings — concerning  the  Word 
qf  Lfej — declarmwe  unto  you  § .    How  analogous  this  is  to  the 

language 

•  Vide  Lampe  in  Joh.  i.  2. 
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language  ufed  by  the  (ame  writer  in  the  introdudion  to 
bb  Gofpel,  muft  appear  to  every  reader,  whether  he  wifli 
to  perceive  it  or  not.  In  tie  beginning  was  the  Word — In 
him  was  Life  *,  Afx"  has  uhqueftionably  the  fame  mean- 
ing in  both  places.  That  defignation,  the  Word  of  Ufe^ 
conveys  die  very  idea  expreiTed  in  the  paflage  before  us«  In 
him  was  life. 

It  was  pretended  by  ancient  Socinians,  that  this  name 
given  to  Jefus,  becaufe  he  announced  the  Word  of 
f  •  Dr  P.  does  not  refme  fo  much.  He  fays  of  the 
mailed  writer^  **  What  could  he  mean  by  fpeakiag  of 
"  Jefiis  under  the  figure  of  life, — but  that  he  was  really  a 
^  wum  }."  But  then  he  mud  alfo  have  meant  that  Chrift 
was  eternally  a  man.  For  he  who  b  called  the  Word  ofUfe^ 
li  in  ver.  3.  (kid  to  be  that  eternal  Life  which  was  with  the 
Father.  This  evidently  exprefles  the  peculiar  reafon  of  the 
^eligoation,  his  poflefCng  life  eflentially  and  being  the  foun- 
tain of  it  to  all  creatures.  Thence  it  is  faid,  chap.  v.  ii. 
72f>  life  is  in  his  Son. 

We  may  alfo  obferve  the  exa£^  correfpondence  betxveen 
thefe  words — that  eternal  life  which  was  with  the  Father^  and 
dioCe  in  the  Gofpel ;  T^be  Jame  was  in  the  beginning  iiith 
G[k/||.  For  iiF  fv  a^yjn  and  awim  are  certainly  fynonjmous 
cipreiEons. 

If  it  be  ftlll  urged  that,  in  the  introdudion  to  the  Gofpel, 
a  foere  attribute  is  meant,  let  the  following  quer  es  be  an- 
fwered :  **  To  what  purpofe  would  it  be  faid  that  that  was 
•*  with  Gody  and  in  the  beginning  with  God^  which  was  God 
•^  himfelf  ?  Who  could  be  ignorant,  that  the  Creator  was 
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^  in  the  be^ning  of  the  creation  ?  Who  would  fay  that 
^'  the  one  God  was  with  the  one  God  ?  Who  would  oppole 
*'  this  one  God  to  the  one  God,  as  different  ?"  I  have  a  rij^t 
to  put  thefe  queitions  to  the  Sociniaas  of  this  age*  as  thejr 
are  the  very  words  of 'one  of  their  Patriarchs  *•  Indeed, 
it  is  a  circumftanoe  extremely  unfavou];able  to  the  Socinian 
fyftem,  that  its  fupporters  have  found  it  abfolutely  neceifary 
fo  often  to  change  their  ground,  in  explaining  this  remark- 
able paflage ;  whereas  the  friends  of  the  Deity  of  Chrift 
have  uniformly  applied  it  to  him  as  a  divine  Perfbn.  The 
ancient  enemies  of  ^e  Word  rejeded  the  whole  Gro^pcl  9i 
John,  becaufe  it  fo  diredly  opp(^ed  their  fyftem.  Some, 
in  later  times,  have  denied  the  authenticity  of  the  Intro- 
dufiion ;  becaiife  it  fuppjied  their  opponents  with  unan- 
fwerable  arguments.  The  more  modem  Socinians,  while 
they  have  found  it  beyond  their  power  to  difprove  its  au» 
thenticity,  have  done  their  utmoft  to  render  it  of  as  little 
u(e  as  poUible,  by  explaining  it  in  oppofition  to  commoQ 
ienfey  and  to  all  the  ordinary  rules  of  conftru^on.  Two 
centuries  ago,  Socinians  applied  it  to  Chrift  perfonally  con- 
fidered :  but  endeavoured  to  explain  it  away,  by  pretending 
that  the  new  creation  was  meant.  -Thofe  of  this  age  under- 
ftand  it  of  the  old;  but  deny  that  the  Word  is  to  be  view* 
ed  as  a  Pc! Ton. 

Schl'ichting,  indeed,  is  n[K)re  fair  than  many  of  his  fuccef- 
fors.  For,  though  not  leis  acute  than  any  of  them,  he  Co  keen- 
ly feels  the  force  of  truth,  as  not  only  to  grant  that  a  Perfon 
is  meant,  and  that  this  is  Jefus  \  but  he  argues  with  j^reat 
propriety  againft  underftanding  the  palTage  of  an  attribute* 
♦*  This  Word,"  he  fay^,  "  is  a  Perfon  properly  fo  called,  and 
"  that  Jefiis. — Undoubtedly,  all  thefe  things  which  John 
^^  mentions,  In  the  beginnings  &c«  and  what  follows,  Cfmnof 

"be 

f  Scblichting  in  loc. 
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**  be  aflerted  but  of  a  Perfon ;  thence,  not  of  the  fpeech  of 
•*God  properly  fo  called,  nor  of  the  faculty  *of  fpeaking^ 
•*  nor  of  reaibn,  nor  of  power,  nor  of  any  other  attribute  "^.'* 

Jill  things  were  made  by  bim^  ver.  3.  The  fubjed  of  this 
aflerdon  is  unqueftionably  the  immediate  agent  in  creation. 
But  Socmians  underftand  this  language  of  the  attribute  of 
wi/dem.  However,  if  any  particular  attribme  be  perfbni- 
fiedy  as  the  mosre  immediate  agent  in  creation,  this  honour 
imdoobtedly  beloQgs  to  power.  If  wifdom  be  figuratively 
viewed  as  an  agent,  it  is  more  remote  than  power  \  which, 
becanfe  of  its  immediate  agency,  is  often  called  God's  hand 
and  antu  A  conJciouinels  that  their  explanadon  was  julUy 
liable  to  this  objection,  (eems  to  have  induced  our  author, 
and  Ibme  of  his  brethren,  to  include  both  thefe  attributes 
in  the  definition  of  the  Logos,  Therefore  he  £ays ;  '^  The 
*  Logos  was — God  himfelf,  being  his  attribute,  his  wifdom 
^  and  power  \"  But  this  definition  is  evidently  a  contradiction 
in  terms.  For  wifdom  and  power  are  not  an  attribute.  They 
are  two  diftind  attributes.  The  very  perfons,  who  are  fuch 
enemies  to  a  plurality,  can  foift  it  in,  when  occafion  ferves, 
under  the  idea  of  perfed  unity.  By  what  figure  of  fpeech, 
or  rule  of  conflru^on,  from  what  new  difcovery  of  the 
power  of  numbers,  are  we  to  learn  that  one  is  two  f  Here 
is  mnitf  including  plurality ^  in  the  fame  rcfpe&.  Yet  thefe 
are  the  men  who  make  fo  violent  an  outcry,  if  a  plurality 
is  ikid  to  fubfifl  in  unity,  not  in  the  fame,  but  in  a  different 
rcfped. 

When  the  Doftor  publilhed  his  Hiftory  of  Corruptions, 
he  certainly  thought  that  he  had  rightly  apprehended  the 
meaning  of  the  (acred  writer.  For  he  informed  the  public, 
that  others  had  "  explained  what  John  fays — in  direft  op- 

"  pofition 
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^<  pofidoQ  tb  what  he  really  meant  *."  But  the  learned  gen- 
tlemany  it  would  feem,  has  fince  that  time  fome  how  or 
othet  got  more  into  the  fecBcts  of  the  Evangelift  Fc»r  he 
now  afliires  us,  that  '*  the  only  Logos  that  he  acknowledge4» 
**  was  the  power  of  God^  an  attribute  of  the  Father  +.~ 
Socinian  writers  certainly  feel  greatly  at  a  lois  in  ei^lain- 
ing  this  paflage.  They  wifli,  if  poffible,  to  retain  the  idem 
of  wiJSom ;  confcious  as  they,  are  that  the  ordinary  (enfe  of 
the  term  Logos  has  moil  affinity  to  this.  But  they  alio 
know  that  perfonificadon  more  properly  belongs  to  fHytver^ 
as  the  immediate  agent  in  creation.  They  cannot  include 
bothy  without  lofing  the  unity  of  their  Logos :  and  wheUt 
as  in  this  infiance»  the  term  is  reftri&ed  to  the  attribute  of 
power^  its  natural  fenfe  is  loft,  and  a  new  one  impofed,  for 
which  they  have  not  the  countenance  of  a  fingle  pafTage  of 
icripture.  • 

Had  the  Evangelift  really  meant^  as  our  anthor  aflerts,  to 
eppofe  the  Gnoftics  only ;  would  it  not  liave  been  far  more 
proper  to  have  declared  that  aH  things  were  made  by  Cod 
bimfelff  For  they  held  that  the  world  was  made  by  one  of 
their  sons. 

By  the  way,  we  may  obferve,  in  oppofition  to  thofe  who 
make  the  Word  to  be  a  created  God,  and  the  fecondary 
caufe  of  all  other  creatures,  that  di  *ounH^  by  biniy  cannot  be 
imderftood  inftrumentaUy.  For  where  no  matter  pre-exifted, 
there  could  be  no  inftrument.  If  all  things  were  made  by 
him,  matter  itfelf  was  a  part  of  his  wo;  k  -,  which  necef- 
^irily  fuppofes  him  to  be  a  primary  agent.  If  witbmit  him  no* 
thing  was  made  that  was  made^  it  certainly  follows  that  he  was 
not  himfelf  made.  For  had  he  been  one  of  the  things  made, 
he  muft  have  received  his  being  without  any  agency  on 

his 

* 
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hk  own  part.  Thence,  it  could  not  have  been  truly  affirm- 
ed, that  without  bim  was  nothing  made. 

In  htm  was  Ufcy  ver.  4*  Some  apprehend  that  this  claufe 
is  to  be  leftrided  by  the  following,  and  ibis  lifs  was  tbe 
tight  rf  man ;  as  if  the  Evangelift  meant  only  that  fpiri* 
toal  fi&  which  Chrift  communicates  to  men*.  But  it 
feems  more  naural  to  fuppo^e  that,  having  aflerted  in  the 
preceding  words,  that  all  things  were  made  by  the  Logos^ 
he  firft  fliews  whence  this  work  belonged  to  him,  by  de- 
daring  that  all  life  was  eflentially  in  him,  and  then  parti- 
cularizes one  kind  of  life  more  immediately  in  view,  as  of 
copfeqnence  proceeding  from  him.  The  Word  made  all 
diings,  becaufe  all  life  was  in  him  as  its  natural  fountain ; 
and  therefore,  that  which  regards  the  foul  of  man  muft  in 
every  age  have  been  derived  from  him. 

But  the  Socinian  view  of  this  ver£e  is  attended  with  un- 
fiirmoantable  difficulties.  We  may,  indeed,  form  the  idea 
of  an  attribute  being  perfoniiied.  But  we  cannot  fuppofe 
diat  an  attribute  fliould  not  only  be  viewed  as  a  fubjedfc,  but 
have  fomething  afcribed  to  i:  in  the  abftraft-,  efpecially 
when  the  abftract  is  not  ufed  figuratively,  b  t  properly,  as 
denoting  the  real  exiilence  of  the  predicate  in  its  fubje^ 
An  attribute  of  deity  might  be  called  a  IVord,  or  even  a 
living  Word,  But  fcripture  affords  no  example  of  power 
cr  principle  being  faid  to  exifl,  in  the  abHradl,  in  a  mere  at- 
tribute.  Now,  whatever  this  Word  be,  life  is  faid  to  have 
been  in  it.' 

The  communication  of  this  life,  mentioned  in  the  words 
immediately  following,  fhews  that  life  was  in  the  Logos^  as 
its  proper  fubjed,  fource  and  repofitory.  This  further  illuf- 
trates  the  grois  in j  propriety  of  the  language,  if  aj^plied  ta 
an  attribute.     For  it  is  dtfcribed  as  the  efficient  caufe  of  all 

that 
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that  Ught  of  knowledge  conferred .  on  mtn.  Here,  there 
-would  be  an  accident,  not  merely  perfbnified,  and  exhiluteil 
^  the  fubje&  of  a  principle  properly  refiding  in  it ;  but  as 
the  proper  efficient  caule  of  another  principle  refiding  in 
fubjefis  entirely  different.  A  ftrange  jixmUe  of  difTonaat 
^pres,  indeed !  as  inadequate  to  fugged  one  jufi  idea  to  die 
mind,  as  the  fortuitous  concourfe  of  atomS|  to  produce  % 
Tegular,  animated  and  inteUigent  fubje£L 

It  ought  al£b  to  be  obferved  that,  even  (uppefing  the 
figurative  ilyle  to  have  been  hitherto  ufed,  it  is  dropped 
here*  For  had  it  been  carried  on,  the  language  would  have 
lieen,  "  He. was  life,  and  this  life,"  Sec.  Thefc  words,  how- 
ever, /«  bim  was  life,  are  not  figurative,  but  ftriSly  pro* 
per ;  as  expreffing  the  refideuce  of  a  power  in  its  own  fub* 
je£L  As  the  term  light j  here  ufed  properly,  is  afterwards 
introduced  as  a  perfonal  defignation,  it  is  a  ftrong  prefiimp- 
tion  tliat  a  real  perfon  is  meant.  For  in  fcripture^  whea 
any  thing  is  perfonified  which  is  not  really  a  perfon,  the 
figurative  ftyle  is  generally  firil  u&d,  and  then  the  fijiiple« 
But  here  this  plan  is  reverfed. 

Ver.  5. —  1 4.  That  the  fame  fubjed,  whether  perfon  or 
attribute,  is  here  defigned  the  lights  that  light,  and  the  true 
light,  which  is  in  the  introduction  called  the  word,  will  ap- 
pear from  a  wqtj  (light  attention  to  the  context.  For  there 
is  no  interruption  in  the  narrative.  When  it  is  faid  that 
all  things  were  made  by  the  Word,  it  is  added,  as  the  reafon 
of  this  declaration,  and  as  the  evidence  of  tliat  power 
afcribed;  In  him  was  life.  Then  Ught  is  mentioned,  as 
the  immediate  effed  of  this  principle  of  life,  and  as  a  fur«>' 
ther  evidence  of  his  being  the  foiurce  of  life,  beeaufe  of  his 
communicating  the  light  of  ialvation.  The  mention  of 
Chrifl's  harbinger,  fo  far  from  being  an  interrupticn,  is  a 
collateral  proof  of  the  continuance  of  the  fame  fubjeft.  There 
;3,  indeed,  a  change  of  the  defignation.    What  is  firft  called 
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die  word^  is  afterwards  dmominated  light.  But  this  wa9 
lii^j  proper,  as  the  ancient  Jews  not  only  called  their 
Redeemer  the  Word^  but  expefiied  him  as  the  Light,  The 
prophets  gave  him  this  appellation,  lia.  ix.  i.  Chxift  fpoke 
e(  himfelf  under  the  ikme  charadieri  /  am  the  light  of  thg 
VHfrldf  chap.  viiL  11.  xii.  35.  &c. 

The  term  mumi  (bews  that  there  is  na  change  of  the  fub« 
jeft.  For,  according  to  its  ufe,  it  has  evidently  a  retrofpeiS 
to  al  that  has  been  previouflj  fkid.  The  ufe  of  aurw  aUb^ 
W.  lo.  rendered  him^  inflead  of  onr^,  iV,  which  the  con* 
Heflkm  with  ^m^  ftiiftlj  required^  (hews  that  the  Evangelift 
has  tSO.  had  but  one  fubjeQ  in  view.  Befides,  the  lame 
work  b  afcribed  to  the  light,  as  to  the  Word.;  The  world 
was  made  hy  him* 

There  is  as  little  reafon  to  tfoubt  that  our  Lord  Jefus 
CSirift  is  perfonaUj  defigned  the  light.  This  appears  from 
the  manner  in  which  the  light  is  fpoken  of ;  that  Light.  He 
is  alfo  called  that  true  Lights  becauie  be  fullj  poflefles  all 
that  the  expreiBon  implies ;  and  as  contrafted  with  all  the 
inferior  lights  which  his  church  hath  enjoyed,  and  immedi- 
fKely  with  the  Baptift.  Great  was  the  honour  conferred 
■pon  John,  in  being  fent  to  hear  witnefs  of  that  Light.  But 
this  was  the  moft  that  could  be  laid  of  him :  whereas  it  is 
^ven  as  die  great  evidence  of  Jefus  being  that  true  Lights 
diat  he  communicates  light  to  others.  Even  when  he  acknow- 
kdged  Johh  to  be  a  burning  and  a  Jhining  lights  He  uied  a. 
word  fignifying  a  borrowed  light,  ^i^^wj**  John  is  delcri- 
bed  zsfewifrom  God;  but  he  w^fent  as  a  mere  man.  He 
was  himfelf //^>^f  Jby  him  who  lighteth  every  man.  He  was 
but  a  lamp  lighted  by  a  commimication  from  the  true  light. 
He  hvre  witnefs  of  that  lights  only  by  derivation  from  him 
vbo  derives  from  no  other.  And  he  could  only  beisr  witnejs. 

He 
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He  could  not  fiiTingly  iQuminate  any  of  his  hearers.  B«t 
Jefus  lightetb  every  man  who  cometb  into  the  worlds  iwhe- 
ther  as  feni^  like  John,  in  an  extraordinary  charader,  or  as 
coming  in  the  ordinary  way ;  whether  the  light  comnm- 
nicated  be  that  of  reafon,  or  of  grace.  For  he  is  that  God 
who  commanded  the  light  tojhine  out  of  darknefu 

The  language  of  the  Evangelift  concerning  JohUi  He  was 
not  that  Lights  affords  a  very  ftrong  proof  that  a  perfon  is 
meant.  For  if  he  had  ftill  fpoken  of  an  attribute,  and  been 
feds^ed  that  he  had  ufed  terms  fidly  ezpreffive  of  his  mean- 
ing, what  good  reafon  can  be  given  for  here  informing  his 
reader  that  he  had  not  the  Baptift  in  his  eye  ?  If  he  had  not 
ftill  meant  to  defcribe  a  perfon,  was  not  this  a  very  *uane- 
ceffary  parenthefis  ? 

Befides,  proper  perfonal  fubfiftence  is  aicribed  to  this 
tight ;  He  was  in  the  world.  A  change  of  fituation  is  alfo 
afferted.  This  is  at  any  rate  afcribed  to  God  improperiy, 
and  merely  fignifies  a  difference  of  manifeftation.  But  it 
cannot  be  afcribed  to  an  attribute,  either  properly  or  figura- 
tively. 

Property  is  alfo  afcribed  to  this  light ;  He  came  to  his 
own.  But  this  always  fuppofes  a  perfon,  and  not  an  acci- 
dent. 

In  a  word,  this  light  is  faid  to  have  been  rejefbed.  His 
own  received  him  not.  It  cannot  be  doubted,  that  this  de- 
notes the  rejeftion  of  Chrift  by  his  own  people  the  Jews. 
We  muft  therefore  fuppofe,  either  that  the  fame  perfon  is 
here  meant,  who  is  at  firft  called  the  Wordy  and  of  confe- 
quence  that  Chrift  was  in  the  beginning  with  God;  or,  that 
a  new  perfon  is  introduced,  without  the  leaft  intimation  of 
any  change  of  the  fubjeft.  The  confiftency  of  this  with 
the  Evangelift's  defign,  thofe  who  affert  it  may  fliew. 

It  cannot,  with  any  femblance  of  reafon,  be  pretended, 
that  the  expreffion  under  confideration  fignifies  that  this 

Ward, 
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Word,  cur  JUgit,  was  rejeded,  when  it  afterwards  dwelt  in 
the  man  Jefus.  For  not  only  does  the  ftrufture  of  the  pa£» 
lage  (hew  that  it  was  not  an  attribute,  but  a  perfon,  that 
they  did  not  recf^ive ;  but  the  fame  thing  is  evident  from 
the  general  tenor  of  thefe  paflages  of  fcripture  which  dec^am 
this  lejetton ;  I(a.  liii.  3.  He  is  de/fii/ed  ami  rejeSfed  of  men  ; 
*— -ifo  VMU  dejpi/edand  we  efieemed  him  not.  Therefore  he  is 
addrefled  bj  the  Father  as  that  perfon  whom  man  defpifetbf 
and  whom  the  nation  abhorreth.  chap.  xlix.  7. 

Thus,  it  appears  that  the  Light  is  a  Perfon.  Therefore^ 
Jeiiis  being  called  the  Light j  that  Light,  that  true  Light;  as 
It  is  this  very  Li^t  of  whom  it  is  iaid.  In  him  was  lifii 
as  he,  c^  whom  this  is  (aid,  is  the  Word  \  is  it  not  undeni* 
able  that  Jefus  Chrift  is  himfelf  the  Word  ?  As  there  waa 
cieating  Life  in  the  Word,  ver.  3.  as  there  was  the  fame  in 
die  Light  by  whom  the  world  was  made,  ver.  10. ;  and  as 
both  thele  terms  denote  the  fame  fubjeS;,  is  not  Jefus  Chrift 
diat  perfonal  Word  by  whom  the  world  was  made  ? 

Vcr^  12.  To  o^  many  as  received  him,  &c.  If  it  be  iiSll 
urged  that  an  attribute  is  meant  in  the  beginning  of  the 
chapter,  the  fame  muft  unquefiiooably  be  meant  here.  For 
no  new  fubjed  is  introduced,  if  a  new  one  be  introduced  at 
all,  till  Jefus  Chrift  is  expreisly  mentioned,  ver.  17.  or  at 
any  rate,  t'dl  the  Word  is  exhibited  in  a  new  relation,  ver. 
14.  as  made  Jiejh.  But  how  can  an  attribute  not  only  be 
received,  but  confer  power  ?  How  can  one  believe  on  the 
name  of  an  attribute?  An  attribute  is  itfelf  a  name. 
Thence,  the  nameoi  God  often  denotes  his  attributes.  But 
if  the  Logos  be  merely  an  attribute,  believing  on  the  Name 
of  the  Word,  is  believing  on  the  name  of  a  name.  There- 
fore, the  expreifion  is  an  abfolute  folecifin.  It  ought  to  have 
been,  **  who  believe  on  the  Name,'*  or,  at  any  rate,  "  on  the 
**•  name  of  God,"  that  is,  on  the  Word,  that  divine  attribute 
fioonerly  mentioned. 

is 
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It  W0iild  be  Tain  to  replj,  ditt  it  b  the  name  of  Jefiis 
•fterwjurds  mentioiiecL  Nottofaj,  diat  this  is  contradic- 
torj  to  tU  tlie  tales  of  kngusige ;  if  Chrift  be  perfonallj  a 
mere  mta,  as  Sociniaas  aflfeity  it  would  be  bdieving  on  a 
maa  onlj*  For  iiiidi  an  inhabitation  of  the  Woxd  as  thej 
pretend*  could  never  make  the  name  of  Chrift  the  objeft  of 
&xth ;  becaufe  he  is  flill  fuppofed  to  be  a  creature.  But 
the  J  oug^  feriouflj  to  confider,  that  believing  in  the  fVionlt 
who^  was  in  the  btginmmg  woi  God,  is  one  thing  neceflarUy 
implied  in  the  fiuth  here  ddcribed.  For  the  £Tmgelilt 
plainly  refers- to  diat  nam^  by  which  be  had  already  denoted 
his  glorious  lubjed,and  by  which  he  eliewhere  defcnbeshim : 
s/lmd  bii  Name  is  called^  the  Word  of  Gadt  Rev.  SK..  13. 
Believef3  in  his  Name  are,  therefore^  in  ver.  i8.  faidto  be 
bontf  or  begotten  not  of  the  vtiUofman,  but  of  Cod;  beoaiilfc 
it  is  thb  Word,  on  whofe  Name  they^bdievsey  who^mMu 
tbem  power  to  become  tbefons  of  God* 

Ver.  14.  The  Word  was  made  jlejb  and  dwelt  amo^g^Ms* 
Socinians  fay  that  an  attribute  was  made  flefh*  becaufe  ii 
dwelt  in  the  man  JeYus.  But  this  ea;pofition  is  liaUe  tc 
many  weighty  objedions. 

In  the  plain  language  of  narrative,  like  that  of  the  wfaok 
Gofpel  hiftory,  as  far  as  it  relates  to  &&,  can  an  attribute, 
becaufe  it  a6bed  by  a  man  be  with  propriety  (aid  to  be  there- 
fore made  Jltjb  /  This  is  the  hariheit  metaphor  ever  u&d, 
if  it  does  not  denote  a  perfonal  union. 

The  operation  of  an  attribute  by  a  Perfon^  if  this  he  al 
that  is  meant,  is  nothing  new.  The  Word  had  been  o&eo 
mtide  Jiejb  before.  This  muft  have  been  the  cafe,  when  the 
prophets  were  under  the  dire&ion  of  the  Spirit,  which  So 
cinians  make  to  be  the  power^-  that  is,  the  Logos  of  Grod. 
Tibe  Word  was  made  JUJh,  though  it  may  be  (aid  that  it  did 
not  dwell  among  men,  when  the  Spirit  of  the  Lord,  as  9 
fpirit  of  Jlrengthy  came  upon  Sampfon.     If  nothing  more 

be 
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be  meant,  there  was  no  occaium  for  the  hdgiu^  ti  irotAti 
m  the  prediftion  of  this  evetlt.  Dr  P.  is  no  friend  to  the 
doflrine  of  the  miraculous  conception.  Was  it  anj  won* 
drr,  then,  that  a  young  woman  (hoold,  in  die  ordinary  waj, 
coMcnvi  and  bring  forth  a  fonf  The  birth  of  John  Baptift 
WW  more  ferprifing  than  that  of  the  Saviour.  For  he  was 
die  fon  of  her  who  was  calUd  barren.  The  £ither  wa^  o£/, 
and  die  raodier  wM  ftrichen  in  years^  Luke  i.  x8.  Jcdm  was 
fihd  with  the  Hoiy  Gboflfrom  bis  mother's  worrib ;  whereas 
It  is  denied  ddit  Jefus  was  fo  till  he  ^^as  thirty  years  of  age. 
If  dicre  was  a  difference  between  Jefus  and  odiers  who 
were  aAoated  by  the  Spirit,  iii  degree  only ;  fuch  a  difie- 
t«ce  might  make  die  efie£b  more  wonderful,  but  ilot  th^ 
dttag  itfidf.  For  die  wonder  does  not  coniift  in  the  degree, 
-  bot  in  dit  nature  of  the  operadon. 

Now,  Socinians  alTert  dlat  the  Logos  fpoke  ilnd  aded  by 
dK  man  Jcfiis,  in  the  fame  manner  a^  the  Spuit  .operated 
OS  die  propheti.  But  when  they  inform  us  diat  he  dweU 
hi  JefiiSy  was  united  to  him  and  conft^dy  aded  by  him ; 
dior  language  neCeffarily  implies  that  the  difference  be- 
tween what  was  enjoyed  by  Ghrift,  and  by  the  prophets^ 
Was  not  merely  gradual,  but  eflendal.  For  diey  were  un- 
der his  injbtence  only ;  and  diis  influence  was  merely  occa- 
fiotaL  But  as  the  Spirit  rejied  on  Jefus,  the  Logos,  which 
aecordiog  to  Socinians,  Was  this  fpirit,  really  dwek  in  him. 
Now,  what  was  this  fpirit,  power  or  wifdom,  which  was 
taiftedto,  and  dwelt  in  Jefus?  Our  author  tells  us  that 
it  was  •«  God  himfelf  •.'*  He  aHcr  lays,  that  "  every  Soci- 
^  man  acknowledges,  diat  the  Deity  of  the  Father  refded 
^  in  the  man  Chrift  f ."  Thus,  they  grant  a  real  union  of 
die  whole  Deity  to  a  human  perfon^  while  they  refafe  a 
petfimal  union  or  real  incarnation.  But  if  die  whole  Deity 
Vol.  I«  K  was 
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was  fo  made  JUJb^  as  conftantlj  to  dwdl  in  the  man  JefuSy 
it  has  much  the  appearance  of  real  incarnation,  though  of 
a  very  ftrange  kind,  that  of  one  perfon  in  another. 

The  word  wKwrnt^  dwelt^  contains  an  evident  alluiion  ta 
the  Sbecbinabj  or  cloud  of  glory,  which  was  in  the  earthly 
tabernacle.  Now,  according  to  the  Socinian  view  of  the 
preceding  claufe  as  iignifying  a  mere  inhabitation,  the  fe- 
cond  is  tautological.  If  it  was  already  (aid  that  the  word 
dwelt  infiejb^  thete  was  no  occafion  for  adding  that  he  dwelt 
as  in  a  tenty  or  tabernacle.  This  being  the  proper  meaniag 
of  icntnva^it  the  idea  was  anticipated.  For  this  term  is  not 
merely  conneAed  with  the  following  words,  among  us;  but 
particularly  refers  to  the  manner  in  which  he  dwelt.  The 
force  of  the  Evangelift's  language,  according  to  the  Socinian 
interpretation,  is,  '*  The  word  dwelt  in  the  man  Jefus,  and 
*^  dwelt  as  in  a  tabernacle."  Perhaps,  it  is  to  evade  tlus 
obje£lion,  that  they  explain  the  term  t^wtm^t  as  denoting  9 
conftant  reddence,  or  abiding  fome  conliderable  time** 
But  on  the  contrary,  it  denotes  only  a  temporary  refidence ; 
for  a  tent  is  oppofed  to  a  permanent  habitation.  The  in- 
fpired  writer  feems  10  allude  to  the  temporary  relidence  of 
the  Sbecbinab  in  the  tabernacle,  as  oppofed  to  its  fixed  refi- 
dence  in  the  temple;  or  to  the  frequent  removals  of  the 
tabernacle  from  one  place  to  another,  when  it  was  always 
taken  down,  wheieas  Crod  afterwards  chofi  a  place  to  put  bU 
Name  tbercy  Deut.  xii.  5. 

And  xve  bebeld  bis  glory y  the  glory  as  of  the  only-begotten 
of  tbe  Fatber^  The  particle  as  can  only  be  underftood,  as 
.denoting  either  propriety,  or  fameneis :  for  none,  in  our 
time,  will  underftand  it  as  expreffive  of  comparifon. 

If  viewed  as  denoting  propriety^  it  {igniiies  that  all  the 
glory,  which  is  the  prerogative  of  the  only-begotten,  ap- 
peared in  the  Word  made  flefli.     But  if  the  glory  beheld 
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in  the  Word  was  that  which  beoame  the  only-begotten,  does 
not  the  whole  glorj  of  the  divine  nature  eflentiallj  beioug 
to  him ;  b  not  the  only-begotten  perfonalljr  the  &me  as  the 
Wordf  Socinians  indeed,  are  (Uvided  as  to  the  fenfe  of  the 
term  onfy-iegotten.  Some  underfland  it  of  the  miraculbus 
conception.  Others,  who  denj  this,  afTert  that  it  merely 
ligniiies  that  he  was  the  peculiar  objed  of  the  Father's  love, 
and  fo  denominated  in  the  lame  fenfe  as  I&ac,  who  was  not 
the  only  child  of  Abraham,  but  the  fpecial  objed  of  -  his 
love. 

As  to  the  firft ;  could  the  whole  glory  of  the  divine  na- 
ture become  one  who  was  at  beft  a  mere  man  ?  With  refpe& 
to  the  other ;  the  reafon  given  by  Socinians  for  that  pecu-  • 
liar  love,  which,  according  to  them,  procured  to  Jefus  the 
appellation  c£  only-begotten^  b  his  unequalled  holinefs.  Now, 
how  did  this  appear  ?  Was  it  not  in  his  being  JuH  of  grace 
and  trvtb  /  Nay,  did  it  not  eminently  confift  in  thefe  ?  Did 
not  his  glory  alfo  as  really  lie  in  the  difplay  of  thefe  per- 
fe^OQS,  as  in  the  manifeftation  of  wifdom  or  power,  though 
it  might  not  ftrike  the  carnal  eye  fo  much  ?  If  then,  the  glory 
of  the  word  became  Jefus,  becaufe  he  was  the  objedt  of  the 
Father's  peculiar  love  ;  if  he  was  fo,  becaufe  of  his  holine&| 
or  grace  and  truth  ;  if,  at  the  fame  time,  t.he  glory  fpoken 
of  eminently  confided  in  thefe  \  did  not  this  glory  become 
him,  becauie  he  eminently  pofTeiTed  it  already  ?  Thus,  Soci* 
nians,  by  rejeSing  the  true  reafon  of  Chrifl  being  called  tbt 
only-begotteny  are  reduced  to  the  neceflity  of  giving  a  thing 
as  the  reafun  of  itfelf.  Is  not  this  as  abfurd  as  to  fay,  that 
a  roan,  becaufe  he  is  in  the  Jlate  of  a  king  is  entitled  to 
royalty  ;  wtule  it  is  at  the  fame  time  acknowledged,  that 
this  b  the  very  thing  which  conilitutes  the  regal  flate  ? 

But  it  b  denied  that  thb  glory  became  him,  merely  becaufe 
he  was  the  object  of  the  Father's  love,  if  he  was  a  mere 
man*     For  it  b  a  divine  glory,  a  real  poifeilion  of  the  attri- 
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butes  of  Deity.    Chrift  himfelf  claims  it  as  fiu^h :  AU  thai 
the  father  hath  is  mine»     Every  believer  in  Jefus  might, 
on  the  (ame  ground,  claim  a  real  commnnication  of  divine 
per&dions.    For  thus  our  Lord  fpeaka  of  the  Father's  love 
to  aU  his  people ;  7hat  the  world  may  inow  that  thou  hafi 
loved  them^  as  thou  hajl  loved  me^  John  xvii.  23.  Therefiire, 
to  return  to  Socinians  the  objection  which  we  ow^  them  <Hi 
this  head,  Chrift  could  as  little  be  called  the  onfy4fegc&e»  of 
the  Father,  becauiie  of  his  love,  as  Ifaac  could,  according  to 
them,  be  called  the  only  fon  of  Abraham,  on  anodier  account^ 
For  the  Father,  in  this  refped,  has  many  other  ions.     The 
moft  that  could  be  (aid  of  Jefus,  in  regard  to  this,  is  that  he  is 
the  Jirjl  horn  among  fnany  brethren.    Indeed,  the  objedioD, 
founded  on  the  circumftance  of  Abraham  having  many 
other  children,  of  itfelf  fiedls  to  the  ground.    For  liaac  is  not- 
withftanding  called  his  only  fofty  in  a  peculiar  ienie*    For 
when  this  language  was  ufed,  Ifaac  was  his  only  fon  by  law- 
ful marriage,  as  well  as  his  only  child  of  promife. 

As  may  denote  famenefs.  In  this  cafe,  the  meaning  is,  that 
the  glory  of  the  Word  made  flefh,is  efientially  the  fiune  as  that 
of  the  only-begotten.  Of  confequence,  the  Word  is  not  an 
attribute  united  to  a  perfon,  but  eflentially  the  iame  perfon 
as  the  only -begotten.  Can  the  Word  be  eflentially  different 
from  him,  and  the  glory  efTentially  the  fiune,  as  the  proper 
glory  of  a  perfon  ?  It  is  evidently  the  meaning  of  the  in- 
fpired  writer,  that  the  glory  difplayed  by  the  Wordj  in  hu- 
man nature,  was  that  very  glory  which  belongs  to  the  eter- 
nal Son  of  Grod.  Thus,  he  exprefles  the  identity  of  the 
perfon,  notwithftanding  the  change  of  mani£eftation. 

Here,  it  woiild  be  vain  to  recur  to  the  pretended  fenfe  of 
only-begotten^  as  denoting  the  objed  of  peculiar  love.  Sup- 
pofing  this  to  be  the  meaning,  there  is  a  plain,  thou^  ftraoge^ 
inverfion  of  the  words.  For  they  ought  to  have  been ; 
"  We  beheld  the  glory  of  the  only -begotten  as  the  glory 
3  «of 
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<<  of  the  Word."  Accordifig  to  the  Socinidn  hypothefis, 
as  they  now.  ftand,  what  has  been  all  along  the  fubjefi  b«« 
comes  at  once  the  predicate. 

FuU  of  grace  and  truth.  Thefe  words  fugged  ieveral 
other  objefiiens  to  the  Socinian  view  of  this  pailage. 
Though  it  were  granted  that  by  the  Word  we  were  merely 
to  undeirfland  an  attribute  of  deity,  or  more  than  one ;  it 
could  not  be  proved  that  wifdom  or  power  is  ezdufively^  or 
cTen  efpecially  meant* 

For  we  have  no  authority  for  this  interpretation,  but  the 
afiertion  of  Socinians.  And  it  would  be  inconfiftent  with 
reajon  to  aflume  any  thing  of  this  kind  as  truth,  on  fo  flender 
a  fiMtndation.  They  cannot  produce  one  indifputed  proof 
from  ^  New  Teftament,  of  the  term  Logos  being  ufed, 
as  denoting  either  wifdom  or  power » 

If  we  are  to  diftinguiih  between  the  divine  perfe&ions,  * 
with  rrfped  to  their  difplay  in  the  Mediator  and  his  work, 
there  are  others  that  {eem  to  have  aprior  claim  to  either  of 
theie.  Loive  or  grace  would  more  naturally  occur.  For 
great  as  was  the  difplay  of  wifdom  and  power  in  the  me- 
diatory charader  and  work,  it  was  inferior  to  that  of  love. 
As  it  is  diftindiyely  declared,  that  the  Lord  delighteth  in 
mercy^  it  is  natural  to  imagine  that  his  delight  in  this  attri- 
bute would  be  peculiarly  manifefted  in  the  work  of  our 
faliratlon.  Therefore,  efpecially  in  reference  to  the  Gofpel, 
itis  faid  that  God  is  iove^  i  John  iv.  8.  And  this  is  the  only 
perfection  that  is  fpoken  of  in  fuch  peculiar  language,  as  if 
the  very  eflence  of  God  were  rcfolved  into  it« 

All  the  manifeflations  of  the  wifdom  and  power  of  God, 
by  Jefas  Chrift,  muft  be  afcribed  to  his  grace  as  the  fpring 
or  principle.  For  goodneis  b  pr(q>erly  the  communicate 
perfedion  of  deity,  to  the  operation  of  which  we  owe  all 
that  difplay  of  others  which  brings  folace  to  finfiil  men* 

The  attributed  of  grace  and  truth  are  cxjprefsly  men- 
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tioned  hj  the  Spirit  of  God,  in  the  paflage.  They  are  even 
repeatedly  mentioned ;  and  grace^  no  leis  than  four  times 
within  the  compais  of  four  verfes.  Therefore,  it  would 
have  been  fully  as  natural  to  have  fixed  on  one  or  both  of 
thefe  attributes,  as  fignified  by  tbe  Word;  efpecially  as  we 
fometimes  find  the  term  >jayoq  conftruded  with  grace^  Koytt 
TTK  X'^^'^^9  '^^  word  of  grace ^  A£b  xiv.  3.  and  fometimes 
with  truths  "kayw  t?}(  oMrio^,  Eph.  i.  13,  as  wdl  as  with  vnf 
dotftf  1  Cor.  xii.  8.  The  Gofpel  is  called  tbe  word  of  grace^ 
and  tbe  word  of  trutby  becaufe  the  difplay  of  thefe  perfec- 
tions is  its  great  fubjed.  It  may  be  afterwards  proved,  that 
Ghriil  himfelf  is  called  tbe  Word  of  tbe  grace  of  God. 

Thefe  attributes  are  expreisly  mentidned  as  manifefted  in  * 
Jefus  Chrift,  during  his  refidence  among  men.  For  whether 
we  council  the  exprefliQn,y«i/  of  grace  andtrutb^  with  thefe 
words,  dwelt  among  us^  or  with  thofe  immediately  prece- 
ding it,  tbe  only^begotten  of  tbe  Fatber,  the  fenfe  is  materially 
the  fame.  According  to  the  former,  he  is  faid  to  have  ap- 
peared to  men  full  of  grace  and  trutb.  According  to  the 
latter,  thefe  are  attributed  to  the  only -begotten,  as  what  pro- 
perly became  iiim.  Which  foever  of  thefe  views  be  preferred^ 
his  glory  is  defcribed  as  efpecially  coniifling  in  the  difplay 
of  thefe  perfeftions.  To  the  fame  purpofe  the  apoftle  Peter, 
when  he  has  defcribed  Jefus  as  anointed  wi(b  tbe  Holy  Gbofl^ 
ajid  witb  powery  fufns  up  his  charader  ii^  thefe  words,  wbo 
went  about  doing  goody  A&s  x.  38.  as  implying  that  all  the 
difplay  oi  power  made  by  him,  immediately  proceeded  from 
the  divine  graC£  or  goodtiefsy  manifeiUiig  itfelf  in  the  whole 
of  his  conduct. 

Perhaps,  it  may  be  laid,  that  grace  and  trutb  are  not  men- 
tioned as  divine  perfe6lions ;  but  the  one  as  expreffive  of  the 
beneficence  of  the  human  heart  of  Jefus,  and  the  other  of 
his  conilant  integrity.  But  in  what  way  foever  the  Word 
dwelt  m  Jefus^  in  thefe  perfedions  confiitcd  the  glory  fpoken 
'  /  ^  of. 
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oL  The  manifeftation  of  theie  was  the  evidence  of  his 
poilefling  them.  Befides,  there  is  an  evident  allufion  to  the 
common  language  of  the  Old  Tefbunent,  with  refped  to  the 
difplajB  of  divine  glor  j.  There  mercy  and  truth  are  laid  to 
nuit  together^  Pfal.  Ixxxv.  10.  and  this  clearlj  refers  to  the 
difplaj  of  thefe  attributes  in  our  £dvation  The  Evangelift 
feems  to  carry  on  the  allufion  to  the  pillar  of  cloud  and  fire, 
which  is  called  the  glory  of  the  Lord.  It  has  been  thought 
diat  this  efpeciallj  repr^dfented  thefe  two  perfedions ;  the  fire, 
the  divine  truths  which  is  the  fplendor  of  his  holineis ;  and 
the  cloud,  furrounding  the  fire,  that  grace  which  tempers  the 
other,  without  which  it  would  be  to  finners  a  confuming  fire. 
The  very  word,  full^  ihews  the  continuance  of  the  allu'on 
to  this  fymbolical  pillar.  We  have  feen,  that  the  expreffion 
EjwmKTf  refers  to  the  literal  tabernacle.  Now,  as  this,  when 
ihe  cloud  covered  it,  is  (aid  to  have  been  JUled  with  the 
^lory  of  the  Lord,  Ex.  xl.  34,  35.  when  the  Word  dwelt 
In  the  tabernacle  of  the  human  nature,  the  illuflrious  Perfon 
was  full  of  grace  and  truth.  In  this  confiiled  hb  glory  : 
and  this  glory  was  beheld  by  his  difciples,  as  the  typical 
^lory  had  formerly  been,  by  the  people  of  lixael  '. 

This  grace  was  alfo,  in  its  influence,  communicated  to 
men  :  Of  his  fullnefs  have  all  we  received^  and  grace  for 
grace  J  ver.  16.  But  none  can  plead  for  the  commLinication 
of  the  grace  of  a  mere  man,  who  do  not  hold  the  dodrine 
of  fupererogation. 

It  may  be  further  obferved  tliat  when  God  efpecially  de- 
clares or  difplays  his  glory,  he  does  not  particularly  men- 
tion his  wifdom  ox  power^  but  his  grace  and  truth.  Thus, 
in  the  remarkable  manifeftation  made  to  Mofes,  Jehovah 
froclaimed  the  Name  of  Jehovah, — The  Lordy  the  Lord 
God  merciful  and  gracious  ^  long  fufferingj  and  abundant  in 
goodnefs  and  truths  keeping  mercy  for  thoufands^  forgiving 
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imiquliyi  and  tramfgnJIitm^  and  Jin  j  and  that  wUl  by  no  meam 
clear  the  guiby^  or  hold  itj  that  is,  fin.  Innocent^  Ex.  xxnx^ 
5,— >7,  That  exprelSony  abundant  In  goodnefs  and  truths  b 
,  fbiftly  analogons  to  tbisjjiill  of  grafe  and  truth.  TLvfSTf 
thing  contained  in  tliiis  proclamaticm  is  included  in  thele 
two.  He  heeps  mercy ^  9Xid /brghes  Iniquity ^  becaufe  ahnu' 
dant  In  goodnefs  ^  and  aHb,  becaufe  abundant  In  trutb^  as 
being  fidthful  to  his  promiie.  He  will  not  hold  Jin  Innocent^ 
becaufe  abundant  in  truths  even  as  t(}  his  threatening,  in 
yrhich  his  eflential  honour  is  as  much  concerned  as  in  his 
promife.  It  deferves  to  be  noticed,  that  Jehovah  made 
^his  declaration,  expreisly  ixf  anfwer  to  the  earned  prayer  of 
Moies,  /  befeecb  thee^  Jbew  me  thy  glort,  chap,  xxdii.  i8. 

According  to  th^  Socinian  interpretation,  the  attributes 
pi  grace  and  truth  muft  be  fiippofed  to  be  included  in  wif 
dam  or  power.  The  abfurdity  of  this  is  evident.  For 
though  all  the  divine  attributes,  ftrifily  fpeaking,  are  God 
himfelf ;  jet,  when  we  come  to  diftinguifh  them  according 
to  our  mailner  of  apprehenfion,  we^  cannot  fay  that  one  at- 
tribute is  another,  or  includes  another.  Cafi  we  fuppofe  an 
infpired  apoiUe  to  fay  that  the  attribute,  either  of  wlfdom^ 
or  of  power y  was  fuU  of  the  attributes  of  grace  and  truth  f 
And  it  has  been  feen,  that  if  an  attribute  be  meant  in  the 
firft  verfe,  the  &me  muft  be  meant  here  ^  becaufe  there  has 
been  no  change  of  the  fubjeft. 

But  as  Socinians  are  determined  to  explain  the  term  Logos 
of  one  or  more  attributes  of  God,  we  may  eaiily  difeern 
their  reafon  for  overlofoking  thefe  which  prefent  themficlves 
in  the  very  paflagel  They  could  not  make  them  apply  fo 
well  to  the  work  of  creation,  afcribed  to  the  Word,  in  the 
begixming  of  the  chapter.  And  little  as  they  grant  to  wif- 
4om  and  power  in  the  work  of  redemption,  for  accom^ih* 
ing  which  the  Word  was  made  flefli,  they  are  refolved  to 
yield  ftill  left  to  grace  and  truth.    For  they  reduce  the  gift 
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of  grace^  in  Chrift  himfelfy  to  mere  *prccept  «iid  example  \ 
tnd  in  his  work,  thej  defiroj  its  very  name,  and  change  tt 
into  iitt.  They  alfo  make  a  (acrifice  of  tntib^  by  dtttying 
the  inunntabOity  of  the  moral  law,  the  truth  of  the  thrciU 
tening»  the  eternity  of  puniihment,  the  neceiBty  of  a  real 
atonement  \  and  by  refufing  diat  the  prc^ecies  and  pro- 
mifes  were  really  fulfilled  in  Chrift,  and  that  the  types  had 
any  proper  relation  to  him. 

Ver..  15.  Jolm  bare  wknefs  of  im^  faying^  ^bit  vjos  he 
of  Vfbom  IJ^aki^  He  thut  cometb  after  me  is  preferred  before 
me,  fir  be  was  before  me.    Sociniand  rejeft  the  teftimoiiy  of 
Jdm  with  refped  to  the  dignity  of  Jefus )  pretending  that 
John  laid  that  Jefiis  was  preferred  before  him,  or  admitted 
to  greater  honour,  becaufe  he  was  more  worthy  of  it.    But 
theie  words,  on  srftfro;  fM  nv,  will  not  adnut  of  dus  fefife. 
For  had  this  been  meant,  inftead  of  nv  wasj  tn  isf  ought  to 
have  been  uied,  to  agree  with  t^xfi¥^*^  ^^  jtyvm^  which 
are  both  ezpreffive  of  the  prefent.    Nor  is  this  change  ac- 
cidental.   For  n$  occurs  again  in  ver.  30.  though  the  other 
expreffion  is  a  little  varied.     It  muil  therefore  iignify  a 
priority  of  exiftence.    That  this  is  the  true  meaning,  unde* 
niably  appears  from  the  frequent  ufe  of  the  other  term, 
irpmroii  in  the  language  of  the  fame  infpired  writer,  as  deno- 
dng  the  eternal  exiflenct  of  the  Son  of  God.  Our  Lord  em- 
ploys it,  when  fpeaking  of  himfelf ;  I  am  b  7rp»T0fp  tbe  firfi^ 
and  tbe  laft^  Rev.  i.  1 1  ♦.  If  he  did  not  exift  before  John, 
die  very  ufe  of  fuch  language  with  refpeS  to  himfelf  would 
be  a  pertsdii  indicadon  of  his  being  much  inferior  to  the 
BaptiA.    For  according  to  the  fcheme  of  Socinians,  the  lat- 
ter debafea  himfelf,  even  in  comparifon  with  a  feUow- 
worm ;  but  Jefiis  exalts  himfelf,  at  the  unfpeakable  expenoe 
of  anx)giting  the  diflindive  dtks  of  the  Supreme  God. 
Thexefere,  aUb,  even  according  to  their  interpretation,  it  is 

not 
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not  trucy  that  he  '*  did  not  hold  it  for  a  prej  to  he  « 
«  God." 

When  John  eUewhere  defcribes  the  decline  of  his  own 
honour^  and  the  increafe  of  his  Lord's,  he  adds,  as  a  fiiffid- 
ent  reaibn  for  dus ;  He  that  cometb  Jrwn  above^  is  abvot  aB, 
chap.  iii.  31.  He  does  not  fay,  in  the  fiitare,  JbaU  3r,  as  re- 
lerring  to  his  exaltation,  but  in  the  prefent,  is,  as  fignifpi^ 
that  notwithAanding  the  depth  of  his  humiliation,  fb  that 
no  man  received  bis  teJUmony^  ver.  32.  he  was  fuperiorto 
every  creature.  The  reafon  is  evident.  His  fuperioiity  is 
founded  on  his  eflential  dignity.  For  John  ailigns  die  di- 
vine origin  of  Jefus  as  the  reafon  of  his  being  preferred, 
not  to  bimfelf  only,  but  to  all  minifters,  to  all  creatures  with- 
out exception.  To  impreis  his  hearers  the  more,  he  repeats 
this  declaration  in  the  fame  verfe ;  only  fubftituting^^«si 
beaveftf  inilead  oi  from  above. 

Ver.  1 7.  ^be  law  was  given  by  MofeSy  but  grace  and  truth 
wme  by  Jefus  Ckrijl.  Grace  and  trutb  were  formerly  men- 
tioned as  divine  perfeftions,  difplayed  in  him.  They  are 
now  confidered  as  to  their  effcfts.  The  Hebrew  believers 
were  ftill  greatly  attached  to  Mofes.  Therefore,  the  Evan- 
gelift,  having  fhewn  the  fuperiority  of  Jefus  to  John  the 
Baptift,  proceeds  to  illuftrate  his  fuperiority  to  the  man  of 
God.  He  does  fo  nearly  in  the  fanie  manner  as  the  infpired 
writer  to  the  Hebrews,  chap.  iii.  5,  6.  where  he  (hews  that 
Mofes  was  faithful  as  a  fervant  only,  but  Chrift  as  a  ion 
over  bis  own  houfe*  When  the  Evangelift  fays,  Tbe  \uw 
tid6fjf  was  given  by  Mofes^  he  reprefents  him  merely  as  the 
inflrumentemplojed  by  the  fuprcme  Law-giver.  When  he 
adds.  But  grace  and  trutb  tymro,  were  made  by  Jefus  Cbrijl^ 
he  clearly  exhibits  him  as  the  author  of  all  the  grace  com- 
municated to  others,  this  being  tbe  grace  of  our  Lord  Jefus 
Cbrijl^  both  purchafed  and  conferred  by  him ;  and  as  the 
author  of  all  the  trutb  of  the  New  Teftament,  in  contra- 
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difiiiidioii  to  the  fhadows  of  the  Old.  As  the  Evangelift 
iiies  the  fame  word  (ryEvrro)  which,  in  ver.  3.  ezprefles  the 
work  of  the  oU  creation,  afcribed  to  the  Word ;  it  is  evi« 
dent  that  ,he  as  really  afcribes  that  of  the  new  to  Jefus 
Chrifty  and  thus  points  him  out  as  that  very  Word  by  whom 
aU  tbhigs  were  made, 

Ver.  18.  No  man  hathfeen  God  ai  any  time;  the  6nly-he* 
gotten^  who  is  in  the  bofom  of  the  Father^  be  batb  declared 
Um.  The  Evangelift,  having  preferred  Chrift  to  MoCes, 
evidently  anticipates  an  objedion  from  the  unbelieving  Jews. 
He  knew  they  would  reply,  that  Godfpake  unto  Mofesjaee 
to  face^  Ex.  zxxiii.*  1 1.  But  he  aiTerts  that  it  had  never  been 
the  privilege  of  apy  man  to  fee  God  with  the  lenfible  eye, 
or  fiilly  to  comprehend  his  eflence  with  the  intelledual.  He 
leems  to  allude  to  what  God  had  (aid  to  Mofes,  when  he  fo 
eameftly  defir^d  to  fee  his  glory :  T[hou  canjl  not  fee  my 
face  ;  for  no  man  can  fee  me  and  live^  ver.  20. 

But  what  the  Evangelift  denies  with  refpeft  to  every 
man,  with  refped  to  every  creature  («Jci()  without  exception, 
he  afcribes  to  the  only-begot  ten.  He  does  not  indeed  exprefsly 
(ay,  that  he  had  feen  God.  But  he  declares  this  truth  no 
leis  efiednally,  by  afTerting  that  he  is  'in  the  bofom  of  the 
Fatbef\  As  this  phrafeology  implies  the  incoraprehenfiblc 
filiation  of  the  Son,  it  denotes  a  ftate  of  the  moft  intimate 
nnion  and  cdmmunion  with  the  Father,  as  necefTai'ily  How* 
ing  from  this  filiation.  Human  language  cannot  afford  an 
exprejQion  that  could  more  emphatically  delignate  the  mofl 
perfed  groimd  of  knowledge,  whether  refpefting  the  na- 
ture, or  the  purpofes  of  the  Father.  It  would  almoft  feem 
to  be  contrailed  with  what  God  faid  to  Mofes  \  Tbou  fbalt 
fee  my  back-parts^  but  my  face  fhall  not  be  feen^  Ex.  xxxiii. 
23.  The  only-begotten,  beiiJg  in  bis  bofom^  always  fees  his 
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When  tiiis  language  is  vkWed  in  eonflexioQ  with  wfait 
follciwsy  He  bath  declared^  at  etRed  the  fort  rf  an  imitpi^4ir, 
it  b  perScftly ,  evident  that  John  mems  to  afcribe  to  the 
only-begotten  that^vifion  of  the  Father,  ivhich  he  hath  de- 
nied of  eveiy  creature  v  and*to  uifinuate  diat  gU  the  r«vdi^ 
tion,  which  he  made  to  the  Church,  was  the  confequencc;  of 
tlus.  He  gives  the  (ame  tefUmony  as  the  Baptift  v  Whai  he 
hath  feen, — he  teflifieth^  chap.  iii«  32.  nay^  the  fame  as  Jefb 
himfelf;  I  f peak  that  which  I  ha^e  feen  with  mj^  Father^ 
chap.  viii.  38.  He  introduces  a  term  commonly  uiied  among 
the  Greehsy  to  denote  the  Per{bn  who  interpfcced  tha  fiwred 
myfteries  *.  A  fimilar  chara6ler  is  given  by  Eliliii  to  die 
Angel  of  the  covenant,  Job  2xxiii.  i^^^^jin  emgd  with 
him^  an  interpreter^  one  amtmg  a  thoufand.  It  is  empbad- 
cally  faid,  rxsn^,  HE  hath  declared;  as  pointing  out  die  great 
inferiority  of  Mofes,  ccnfidered  as  a  meilenger  between 
God  and  the  people  of  I&aeL 

.  Indeed,  it  wonld  ieem  that,  in  this  verfe,  the  Evingeliil 
,  reduplicates  upon  what  he  has  previoufly  declared,  as  fliew- 
ing  that  he  has  all  along  had  the  fame  fubjed  in  his  eye. 
When  he  fays,  that  the  only-begotten  is  in  the  bofom  of  the 
Father^  it  is  equivalent  to  what  he  has  already  £iid  of  him 
as  the  Wordy  that  he  was  with  God.  He  proclaims  Us  un- 
changeable exiftence,  by  afierting  that  he  11,  or  exi/ls  im  the 
bofoTHy  &c.  For  this  was  literally  true  of  him,  even  while 
he  was  on  earth,  as  to  the  human  nature  ;  according  to  his 
language  to  Nicodemus,  chap.  iii.  13.— Ti^  Son  rf  Man^ 
who  I  s  in  heaven.  What  he  denies  of  any  creature  ai  amy 
timcy  he  attributes  to  the  only-begotten  at  all  dmes.  He 
ever  exijls  in  the  bofom  of  the  Father,  and  therefore  he 
ever  fees  him.  When  it  is  added,  he  hath  declared^  it  fhews 
in  what  fenfe  the  Son  hath  been  called  the  Word,  and  the 
Light :  as  he  hath  not  only  conmiunicatcd  all  that  exter- 
nal 

*  Lampe  in  loc.    Not. 
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ul  revelation  nliich  ihe  Charch  enjoys,  but  effcQuaUy  rt- 
xtah  tire  Father,  fo  as  to  iUuminate  the  befu^te4  under- 
Sanding.  In  fine,  aJthougti  the  Word  was  madt  JU/k,  and 
thr  glory  of  the  only-begotten  bthtld  in  human  nature,  it  is 
evidently  refiifed  that  he  was  niere  mom,  or  a  mere  crtaturet 
for  he  ia  cootiadiftinguilhed  from  every*  man,  bam  every 
creature,  lunrevcr  highly  ^voured. 

n.  The  Doftor  alfo  fays  that  John's  de&gn,  in  writing  his 
Gofpcl,  was  to  correft  thofc  who  gave  a  perfonal  fubfiAence 
19  the  Logos.  "  It  is  almolt  certain,"  he  obferves,  "  that 
"  the  apo^  John  had  Irequenily  heard  this  term  nude  u& 
"  of  in  finne  erroneous  rcprefentations  of  the  fyftem  of 
"  Cbriflianity  that  were  current  in  his  time,  and  therefore  he 
'•  might  du)&  to  introduce  the  lame  term  in  its  proper  fenfe, 
*<  as  an  attribute  of  the  Deity,  or  God  him&lf,  and  not  a 
"  diftioA  being  that  fpning  &om  him  *  "  What  thefe  erronC' 
ous  reprelentations  were,  we  learn  &oni  a  preceding  paflage: 
"  It  leem»  very  evident  that,  in  that  introdudion,  the  Apo- 
"  file  alludes  to  the  very  fame  fyftem  of  opinions  which  he 
"  had  cenfnred  in  his  EpifUe,  the  fiuidamcntal  princi[^  of 
"  which  was  that,  not  the  Supreme  Being  himfelf,  but  an 
"  emanation  firom  him,  X.a  which  they  gave  the  name  of 
"  Logot,  and  which  they  &ppofed  to  be  the  Chrift,  and  in 
"  habited  the  body  of  Jefus,  was  the  maker  of  all  things, 

"  &C+." 

He  ellewherc  (sys  1  "  It  appears  to  me  highly  proba- 
"  ble,  that  it  was  in  opiiofition  of  this  doffarine  of  ceons, 
*'  that  John  wrote  the  Introduction  to  bis  GoTpel,  in  whicli 
"  he  explains  the  only  proper  fenfe  in  which  the  terms 
"  Logos,  oniy-begctlen,  life,  &c,  of  which  the  Gnoilics  made 
"  fuch  mylleries,  ought  to  be  taken ;  alTcrting,  more  efpe- 
"  cially,  that  the  Logos,  which  is  fpoken  of  in  the  fcriptures, 

"  and 
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*^  and  the  onlj  Logos  that  he  acknowledged,  was  the  power 
*'  of  Gody  an  attribute  of  the  Father,  and  therefore  not  to 
"  be  difUngoiflied  from  God  himfelf  *." 

It  has  been  feen  that,  if  John,  merely  in  his  own  idea, 
viewed  the  Word  as  an  attribute,  he  was  chargeable  widi 
great  impropriety  in  his  manner  of  writing.  But  if  he 
meant  diredly  to  refute  thofe  who  maintained  that  the 
Word  was  a  P^rfon,  and  to  prove  that  this  was  no  other 
than  an  attribute  \  every  argument,  already  urged,  applies 
with  redoubled  force.  If  the  reafon  for  '^  introducing  this 
<'  term,"  was  to  (hew  its  proper  fenfe,  in  oppofition  to  the 
Gnoftics,  who  gave  a  perfonal  fubfiftence  to  the  Logos  ;  cer- 
tainly, there  never  was  a  writer  who  did  leis  to  accomplifli 
his'purpofb)  nay,  more  to  defeat  it. 

If  John  meant  to  refute  thofe  who  afcribed  perfonality 
to  the  Word,  was  not  the  perfonification  of  his  fubje^l, 
even  fuppofing  that  it  was  meant  figuratively,  the  moft 
unfeafonable  figure  ever  ufed,  and  the  moft  improper  plan 
he  could  have  devifed  ?  Was  not  this  the  moft  likely  me« 
thod,  I  do  not  fay,  for  leaving  the  fubjefl  ftill  in  darkneis, 
but  for  encouraging  the  error  ?  If  a  writer  of  ordinary  -dif- 
cretion  found  that  a  mere  attribute,  in  confequence  of  be- 
ing perfonified  by  former  writers,  came  at  length  to  be 
viewed  as  a  real  perfon,  and  earneftly  wiihed  to  corred  a 
miftake  fo  fata),  as  to  affeft  the  very  objeft  and  truth  of 
all  divine  worfliip,  nay,  wrote  exprclslj  for  this  end  ; 
might  it  not  reafonably  be  expeded,  that,  when  he  enter- 
ed on  his  fubjeft,  he  would,  firft  of  all,  entirely  lay  afide 
the  figurative  ftyle,  and  fpeak  in  the  fimpleft  language 
poflible  ?  Is  it  not  granted  that,  on  the  contrary,  the  Evan- 
gelift  adopts  and  continues  the  language  of  perfonification  ? 
Might  not  one  as  reafonably  hope  to  extinguiih  firt  by 
pouring  oil  upon  it  ? 

Though 

*  Ear.  Op.  Vol.  i.  p.  x8i. 
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Though  it  were  granted,  that  John  alluded  to  the  SsJfe 
dodrines  of  the  Gnoftics  concerning  their  aons^  and  defign- 
cd  to  corred  them,  it  would  not  follow  that  he  meant  to 
Ihew  that  the  Logos^  whom  thej  reckoned  among  their 
iroiti,  was  an  attribute*  The  vanitj  of  this  pretence  ap- 
pears from  what  has  been  formerly  oblerved.  For  the  a- 
pofile  would  never  have  faid  that  the  Logos  was  Godj  and 
Chen  chat  he  was  wth  God*  He  mud  have  known  that 
die  Grooftics  could  not  have  wiihed  a  better  prop  for  their 
&bric.  For  as  thej  aflerted  that  thefe  ctons  were  original- 
ly emanations  from  God,  in  this  fenfe  would  thej  moff 
probably  explain  his  language,  when  he  declares  that  the 
Logos  v}as  God.  1'  But  then/'  would  they  fay,  *'  the  £- 
"  vangefift  (till  acknowledges  the  truth  of  our  dodrine. 
**  For  he  alfo  (hews  that  the  Logos  exifted  diftindly,  by 
*^  adding,  ^e  fame  was  in  the  beginning  with  God,  And 
**  he  leaves  his  fyftem  in  this  ftate  ;  which  he  would  not 
**  have  done,  had  he  meant  to  oppofe  ours,  as  far  as  it  re- 
**  lates  to  the  diftind  exiftence  of  the  Logos."  Indeed, 
thefe  £unous  Gnoftics,  the  Valentinians,  made  the  greateft 
ufe  of  this  Gofpel,  in  proof  of  their  dodrine  *.  Accord- 
ing to  our  author's  hypothecs  with  refpeft  to  the  deiign 
of  the  Evangelift,  it  will  alfo  be  fomewhat  difficult  for  him 
to  ibew,  how  *'  an  attribute  of  the  Father,"  in  other  words, 
the  Father  himfelf^  could  be  faid  to  be  only-begotten^  or  to 
be  Begotten  in  any  fenfe  ?  t 

If  John  wiihed  to  ihew  that  the  Word  was  merely  an 
attribute,  he  muft  have  meant  that  it  was  in  God ;  and 
he  moft  'alfo  have  ufed  a  term  that  would  clearly  exprefs 
Ills  idea.    If  he  meant  to  fignify  that  there  was  no  diftinc- 

tion 

•  Hi  antem  ^i  a  Valentino  font,  eo,  quod  eft  fecundam  Johannem 
[Evyngclio]  pleniffime  titentef,  ad  oftenfioDem  conjogationum  fuaroiB, 
\Jc.  Ireou  Ubt  iii*  c.  lit  f.  7. 
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tion  of  perfons  in  the  divine  eflence,  would  not  n^  in^ 
have  been  far  more  proper  than  v^^  with  f 

Does  not  that  repetition,  The  fame  was  in  tht  begimmmg 
vntb  Godf  tsdce  away  all  the  fuppofed  force  of  the  prece« 
ding  aflertipn.  Tie  Word  was  Godf 

If  John  meaht  to  fhew  that  the  Logos  was  not  a  perfoOi 
was  not  hb  conduf):  very  unaccountable,  in  retaining  the 
perfbnification,  after  changing  the  defignation  of  his  fab« 

Did  he  not  give  the  greateft  countenance  to  the  verjr 

error  which,  it  is  dedd,  he  meant  to  oppofe,  bj  not  only 

.perfonifjing  the  Light,  but  by  doing  fb,  after  he  had  (fo- 

ken  of  it  without  anj  figure»  in  thefe  words,  TTbe  life  was 

the  light  fffmen  / 

As  it  is  granted  that  many,  in  that  age,  believed  that 
Chrift  v^as  the  Word ;  as  the  terms  Word  and  Lighi  de- 
note the  {ame  fubjeft ;  as  it  cannot  be  fnppofed  that,  when 
this  Gofpel  was  written,  any  continued  to  reckon  John 
the  Light ;  if  the  Evangelift  meant  to  fliew  that  Jefiis  was 
not  the  Word,  but  that  this  was  limply  an  attribute,  would 
it  not  have  been  far  more  natural  and  proper,  to  have  (aid 
that  Jefus  Chrijl  was  not  that  lights  than  to  iay  that  thb 
charaAer  did  not  belong  to  ^ohn  / 

Had  the  Evangelift  meant  to  fhew  that  the  Word  was 
merely  an  attribute,  is  it  not  natural  to  fuppole  that  he 
would  have  told  what  particular  attribute  was  intended  by 
this  metaphorical  term  ? 

Did  he  mean  to  (hew  that  this  was  power  f  How,  then^ 
inftead  of  taking  the  leaft  notice  of  this,  does  he  particu- 
larly mention  two  other  attributes  ? 

According  to  the  defign  afcribed  to  the  Evangelift,  was  it 
not  extremely  odd,  that  he  ihould  retain  the  metaphorical 
name,  -and  the  figure  of  perfonification,  in  the  moft  critical 
part  of  his  narrative,  faying ;  The  Word  was  madefiejb  / 

Would 
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Would  it  not  have  anfwered  the  pretended  pnrpofe  fiair  bet« 
tcr  to  have  laid,  "  The  power  of  God  refided  in  Jefua 
«  Cbrift  ?" 

If  it  was  the  apoftle's  defign  to  put  thofe  right  who  had 
fatally  eined  from  mifnnderftanding  the  language  of  allegory^ 
would  not  fuch  a  finiple  declaration  as  the  following  have 
been  more  proper  than  all  that  he  lays?  ^  Jeius  Chrift  is  not 
'*  that  Word  of  God,  by  which  all  things  w*  re  made.  For 
*^  the  Word  is  a  divine  perfedion.  But  Jefus  is  a  mere  man, 
''who  owes  his  being  to  this  Word."  Could  the  Evangelift  be 
ezcufiible,  confidering  the  fuppo£ed  circumftances,  in  iacri- 
fidng  perfpicnity  to  figure,  or  truth  to  elegance  of  didion  } 
If  there  be  any  fiich  thing  as  infpiration,  can  it  be  tup- 
pofed  that  the  Holy  Spirit  would  have  fiiffered  the  Evan- 
gelift to  have  erred  fo  far  from  his  fcope,  or  to  have  left 
men  ftill  in  the  dark  about  the  very  fiibjed  of  his  difcourfe  % 
say,  even  while  it  was  his  defign  to  rechum  them  from  the 
fiippoied  error,  would  have  allowed  him  to  go  fuch  lengths 
fbr  confinning  them  in  it  ? 

But  as  the  Evangelift  all  along  fpeaks  of  the  Word  in 
language  proper  to  a  perfon,  afcribes  exiftence  to  it,  pre- 
(ence  with  another,  creation,  the  refidence  of  life,  commit- 
ivication  of  light;  diftinguiflies  it  frtmi  a  human  perfon 
mentioned;  afcribes  to  it  coming,  property,  rejeftion,  re- 
ception, the  grant  of  power  a  name,  incarnation,  habita- 
tion among  others,  the  glory  of  a  pei-f^n,  and  fullnefs  of  per- 
£edioos  j  though  there  were  no  other  teft  by  which  we  could 
judge  of  tiie  writer's  defign,  than  this  very  introdudion, 
would  it  not  appear  to  ordinary  reafbn,  moft  natural  t'.^  con- 
clude, that,  inftead  of  writing  to  contradid  and  convince 
thofe  who  believed  that  the  Word  was  a  Perfon,  he  had 
written  expreisly  to  confirm  their  dodrine  ? 

I  fliall  only  add,  that  the  icftimony  of  the  ancients  with 

lefpcd  to  the  defign  of  John,  in  writing  his  Gofpel,  is  of 
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no  inconfiderabk  weight.    Irenmis  dedarcs,  tibftt  '^John 
<'  defigned  by  his  Gofpd  to  remove  that  error  which  was 
*<  {own  among  men  bj  Cerinthus  *."    The  truth  <if  this 
Dr  P.  admits  f :  But  it  is  only  that  he  may  turn  it  his  own 
way.    The  s^oftle  wrote  to  cootradid  the  Grnoftic  idea  q£ 
die  perfonality  and  pre-eziAence  of  the  Logos.    He  wxoCfr 
in  fupport  of  the  Unitarian  dodrine.    But  Jerom  dedares 
that  John  had  the  £bionites  elpecially  in  his  eye.    ^  Laft 
•*  of  all,"  he  iays,  «<  at  the  rcqueft  of  the  bifliops  of  Afia^ 
<'  he  wrote  his  Gofpel  againft  Cerintfaos  and  other  heretics, 
^*  and  efpeciaUy  againft  the  dofirine  of  the  Ebionites,  tliea 
^  Kggiftn^wg  to  appear,  who  lay  that  Chrift  did  not  ezift  be-* 
«*fbre  Maiyt***    b  it  objeded  that  Jerom  was  too  late? 
But  the  teftimony  of  Lrensnis  muft  be  underfiood  with  the 
fimie  latitude.    For,  as  he  lays  that  John  wrote  his  Gol^d, 
that  he  mi^t  '*  confound  and  perfuade  them  (the  heretics^ 
*<  that  one  God  made  aU  things  by  hi»  Word,*'  if  we  re- 
ceive his  te&imony,  it  muft.  be  undeiAood  accqrding  to  his 
own  ideas  of  the  Word.    Now,  it  canaot.be  refiiied.  diat 
he  ufies  this  term  as  denoting  a  PerCm  ||.    If  any  doubt  of 
this  remain,  let  his  own  words  be  confulted,  wludi  at  the 
iSune  time  exprefi  his  convidioii  as  to  the  apc^Ue'a  defipi 
in  vniting :  '*  John  dedaring  the  erne  God  Almighty,  and 
^  the  one  only*begotten  Chrift  Jefus,  by  whom  all  things 
^  were  made,  afierts  that  this  Peribn  is  the  Son  of  God* 
<<  that  this  Perfon  is  the  only-begotten,  that  this,  is  the 

*^  Maker 

*  lab.  iii.  c.  ii.  f  Hift.  of  Cor.  vol.  i.  p.  z2. 

I  Noviffiffliu  omnium  fcripfit  EvmngeUmny  rogatos  ib  Afin  epircopts- 
adterfus  Cerinihum,  aliofqae  hsereticos,  et  masime  tunc  Ebionitamin. 
dogma  confurgens,  qui  aftrunt  Chriftiun  ante  Mariam  noo  fuifle.    Unde 
et  compulftu  eft  diTiQam  ejus  natiTicatem  edtcere.    Catalog.  Script.  £c- 
-  deC  in  Joan.  * 

H  Ireit  ibid. 
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^.  Maker  of  all  things,  that  this  is  the  true  Light  who  lighteth 
'^  every  man,  that  this  is  the  Maker  of  the  world,  that  this 
"  is  he  who  came  to  his  own,  that  this  very  Perlbn  was 
*^  made  flefli,  and  dwelt  among  us  *• 

Now,  though  we  were  at  a  lois  as  to  John's  defign,  which 
is  abundantly  evident  from  his  own  language,  it  is  hardly 
coooeivible  that  Irenaeus,  the  difbiple  of  Polycarp,  the  dif- 
ciple  of  John,  could  be  £6  &r  a  firanger  to  it,  as  to  fuppole 
it  to  be  the  very  reverie  of  what  it  really  was.  And  this 
muft  have  been  the  cafe,  if  Jolm  wrote  to  ibew  that  the 
Word  is  merely  an  attribuie. 


CHAP.      IL 

Ofibe  Defign  of  the  Firft  Epiftk  of  John. 

DR  Priestley  aiTerts  that  John,  m  his  fitft  Epillle,  cen- 
fures  thole  '*  who  believed  Chrift  to  be  man  only  in  ap- 
^  pearance  -,  and  that  this  was  the  otUy  herefy  that  gave 
**  him  any  alarm  f /'     Our  author  ellewhere  enters  into  a 
particular  proof  of  this.    *'  The  doftrine  of  the  Gnoftics," 
be  lajTS,  ^  concerning  :he  Perfon  of  Chaifl,  was  fo  offcnfive 
**  to  him,  and  it  was  fo  much  upon  his  mind,  that  he  begins 
*^  his  firft  Epiftle  Ceemingly  in  a  very  abrupt  manner,  with 
*^  the  ftrongeft  allufions  to  it.     That  which  was  from  the 
**  bigiwung  tt'   &c.     Thus  he  tries  to  wreft  one  of  the 

L  a  weapons 

^  T»  yap  lnsvvK  t*4C  Qtov  rarroxptirtpm,  xat  its  fi9t§ytfn  Xpin«  I»r«w 
s«f vrr«fv«Ci  /!*«  rs  wstrm  ytywat  Xtytt,  rvrov  viof  Of w  rvrov  /lewoytvwp 
r«r«v  wurrav  rfivrmr^  rwrtv  fO'  «x«§iv»v,  fmrt^»trM  wci>rm  t$pa9$f, 
TVTM  K«r/iii  W9t9rwvt  Tvr*v  IK  ni  Uta  tknkv^TUf  rwnv  «vrt»  nLfntt 
y§jr99Tm,  futt  i JK«f«Kora  i»  nfttt^  Lib.  i  c.  x.  p,  3S. 
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weapons  of  his  adveriaries  ont  of  their  hands,  and  to  turn 
it  againft  the  Gnoftics,  that  he  maj  himfelf  evade  its  ftrokc* 
Whatever  maj  be  thought  of  his  dexterity  in  handling  it, 
eveiy  one  muft  ?dmire  his  boldneis. 

He  £173  of  John ;  '*  What  conld  he  mean  b  j  fpeakihg  of 
*'  Jefiis  tinder  the  figure  of  /^,  as  a  perfon  who  had  been 
'*  heard^  fetn,  and  even  bandied^  fo  that  they  had  the  evx- 
^*  dence  of  all  their  fenfes,  but  that  he  was  really  a  nf^an^, 
had  a  ileal  human  body^  and  not  merely  the  appearance  of 
one ;  which,  it  is  univerially  allowed,  was  an  opinion  diat 
^'  was  entertained  by  many  perfons  in  his  time  *.**  But  he 
muil  ceitainly  reckon  the  apoftle  a  very  unikilful  reafoner. 
For,  if  this  was  his  meaning,  while  he  gave  a  fatal  blow  to 
one  falfe  dofirine,  he  fupported  another.  I  need  not  fay, 
that  the  Gnoftics  believed  the  prc-exiftence  of  Chrift.  The 
DoAor  grants  that  John  here  '^  fpeaks  of  Jefus  under  die 
"  figure  of  Itye."  He  indeed,  keeps  part  of  the  Jl^wre  behind 
the  curtain.  For  John  fpeaks  of  Jefus  as  the  Wwrd  ofE/eT 
Thai  wbicb  was  from  the  beginnings  which  we  have  beari^ 
which  we  have  feen  with  our  eyes,  which  we  have  looked 
npon\  and  our  hands  have  handled  of  the  Word  of  life^  &6. 
But  our  author  elfewhere  phinly  acknowledges  that  Chrifl 
is  **  called  the  Word  of  God\  v"  though  fuch  an  acknow- 
ledgment might  not  have  been  expedient  in  this  place. 
Howevw,  life  is  not,  in  ver.  i.  the  name  of  the  perfon 
fpoken  dP,  but  the  epithet  affixed  to  the  name  ;  the  expref* 
fion  being  equivalent  to  the  living  Word;  but  with  this  dif- 
ference, that  it  is  more  emphatic,  as  particularly  fignifying 
that  he  is  xht  fountain  of  life.  There  can  be  no  doubt  that  it 
is  the  fame  perfon,  who,  in  thb  paflage,  is  called  the  Life:, 
and  the  Word  of  life.  But  if  John  fpoke  of  Jefus  as  life^ 
to  fignify  <^  that  he  was  really  a  man^  what  could  he  meai» 

"by 
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«  by  fpeaking  of"  him  as  tie  Word  of  life  f  It  wUl  not  be 
faid,  that  the  Word  itfclf  derived  its  life  from  the  hmnanity 
of  Jefus.  Did  the  Word,  that  is,  according  to  the  Socinian 
view,  the  fowtr  of  God,  give  this  hmnan  life  to  Jefus  ?  Yet 
diis  could  not.  have  entitled  him  to  bear  its  name. 

The  attempt  to  impotls  a  fenfe  on  the  term,  as  here  ufed, 
diflferpiit  from  that  in  which  it  occurs  in  the  Gofpel,  is  vain. 
Aj  Ksai  opponents  cannot  den j  that  the  infpired  writer  ufes 
It  in  the  fiu(ie  (enie,  both  here,  and  in  the  Revelation ;  bj 
what  arguments  can  they  prove  that,  in  hb  Gofpel,'  he  de- 
vifes  a  new  one,  not  only  different  from  the  other,  but  diar 
metrically  oppofite  ? 

But  it  has  been  already  feen,  that  this  expreffion,   the 
Word  of  life,  is  of  the  fame  import  with  that  ufed  in  the 
Gofpel,  concerning  the  Word,  In  him  was  lifs.    But  how 
njoas  this  Wad,  from  the  beginning  f  Our  author,  furely, 
win  not  undexfiand  the  term  of  xx  in  one  (enfe  here,  and  in 
another  when  explaining  the  introduAion  to  -the  G<tfpel; 
unle(s  he  mean  to  avail  himfelf  of  both  the  contsadidory 
expo&tions  of  Socinians ;  fome  of  whom  have  underftood 
it  of  the  beginning  of  the  worlds  and  others  of  the    be* 
ginning  of  the  Gofpel.     Indeed,    if  apx^  be  not  ufed  in 
the  fame  fenfe  here,  as  in  the  Gofpel,  its  fenfe  is  loll. 
The  beginning  of  the  Gofpel  cannot  be  meant ;  for  Jefus 
did  not  then  begin  to  live,  or  to  be  really  a  man :  Nor  the 
beginning  of  his  himian  life ;  for  furely,  the  infpired  writer 
would  never  think  of  declaring  with  fo  much  folemnity, 
diat  Je&s  had  really  been  a  man,  from  the  time  of  his  be- 
coming a  man. 

The  apoftle,  however,  in  the  following  verfe,  exprefsly 
lixnits  the  fenfe  of  his  language.  As  the  expreffion.  Was 
frtm  the  beginning,  is  equivalent  to  that.  In  the  beginning 
vjot  the  Word;  he  fhcws  that  he  had  no  other  meaning. 
Therefore,  he  employs  this  finking  parenthefis  \   For  the 
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Uft  was  maniftJUdf  and  we  bene  feen^  and  hear  witae/s,  and 
Jbew  utUo  you  that  eternalize  which  vms  with  the  Father^ 
and  was  mani/e/led  unto  usj  ver.  2.  Dr  P.  endeavonn  to 
give  a  new  torn  to  this  ver&y  b  j  fubftitutmg  mantfefi  rh. 
both  places  where  spoK^uOn  occuis ;  as  if  the  apoftle  had- 
ooly  meant  to  by  diat  it  was  plainly  feen  that  Jeius  was 
really  a  living  man.  But  our  verfion  ezprefies  the  true 
(ienie ;  as  this  term  is  properl j  ufed  to  denote  the  maiiifBf- 
cadon  of  fomethingt  which,  though  it  formerly  eriftrd,  was 
hid,  or  not  £b  fullj  known  -,  or  of  a  perfon,  making  him* 
lelf  known  in  a  new  manner.  JMoc  to  mention  a  variety 
of  other  inflances,  it  is  thus  ufed,  i  Tim.  iiL  l6,  God  was 
fnaniftjled  in  the  fiejb.  Will  pur  author  interpret-the  term 
in  the  £ime  (ienfe  there,  as  in  the  beginning  of  John's  Epif* 
tie  ?  Will  he  (ay,  that  it  Signifies  that  God  was  really  in- 
carnate ? 

But  if  John  meant  nothing  more  than  that  Jefiu  was 
leaHy  a  man,  hqw  does  he  not  merely  call  him  life^  in  the 
abfirad,  {%  metaphor  ufed  no  where  elle  in  this  fenfe)  but 
eternal  life .'  How  does  he  aflert  that  Jefus  was,  or  exified 
with  the  Father ;  evidently  referrinj?  to  a  ftate  previous  to 
.his  being  manifefied  unto  us  ?  Was  it  the  way  to  confute  the 
Gnoftic  doftrine  of  the  pre-exiftence  of  the  Word,  to  aflert 
the  eternity  of  his  exifience  ?  Was  it  the  moft  direfi  method 
to  prove  that  Chrift  was  a  real  man,  and  no  more,  to  de- 
clare that  he  had  no  beginning  ?  By  the  manifeflation  of 
the  temporal  life  of  Jefus,  that  is,  of  his  being  really  a  man^ 
how  could  he  be  manifejled  to  the  dilciples  as  eternal  life  f 
Becaufe  he  had  been  with  them,  as  having  a  real  human 
body  how  could  they  hence  learn  that  he  was  that  Eternal 
Life  which  was  with  the  Father  /  Did  tfai^  real  human  body 
eternally  exifl?  Though  the  learned  gentleman  feenos  to 
f  eckon  matter  eternal^  it  cannot  be  fuppofed  that  he  will 
alcribe  to  it  eternal  life^    An  enemy  to  revelation  could  not 

have 
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liaiFe  hk  vpoft  al^etxer  expedient  lor  eaqpofing  the  tfpoftle  to 
ridicale.  B«t  it  muft  be  evkleiit  to  every  cdndid  readeri 
thit  k  is  bj  M  means  the  truth  of  Chrift's  bmrnm  life  that 
Johais  fi>«iizioiis  to  make  kaowa,  but  the  real  maai&fta- 
tioB  of  his  ^fivm. 

Our  antboTy  indeed,  in  order  to  fupport  his  own  dofibine, 
laakes  an  ifl^iired  writer  deny  Us.    In  Us  fonnel:  work  he 
haa  oUer««d,  that  John,  m  the  intvodnaiflfi  to  Us  Gofpel, 
^  afinM  that  the  Logoi  by  wUdi  all  things  were  made, 
^  was  mat  a  being  diftinft  from  God,  but  God  himfelf^  that 
^  is»  aft  attribote  dF  God  •  V*  Yet,  he  gtaats  that  John,  in 
liii  qiiflle,  caHs  Je&s  iifo  ;  and  tho^ore,  cannot  refiife  that 
he  caBs  hiaa  the  Logos^  ^r  Word  rf  Kft.    Was  the  Word  a 
Perfbo,  when  John  wrote  his  Epifile,  and  had  it  become  a 
amereAttribtt^by  the  time  that  he  wrote  his  Gofpel  ?  This 
was  poflible,  indeed,  according  to  the  doAriae  of  occqfional 
ferfomtiitj^  which  Dr  P.  caUs  fbUoJophUxd  Umtariamfin. 
But  fiirely,  however  narrow  his  creed  as  to  in/j^ratioHf 
he  will  not  go  fo  fitf  as  to  lay,  that  J^m  retraced,  in  his 
Gofpel,  what  he  had  written  in  \m  Epiftk ;   or  that  he 
wrote  his  Gofpel  to  nnfure  the  errors  wUch  he  had  him- 
felf  prc^gated.    How,  then,  did  the  apdlle  call  Jefos  th 
W^df  in  this  Epiftle,  and  yet  write  the  introdu&ion  to  his 
Gofyel,  to  ihew  that  he  was  nor  the  Word^  but  that  tUs  was 
Godhimfelf? 

la  another  refped,  the  apoftle  can  be  vindicated  from 
ielf-oontradifiion,  only  by  fuppofing  that  Dr  P.  is  charge- 
able with  it«  For  he  firft  afierts  that  John,  in  the  introduc- 
tioa  to  his  Gofpel,  *'  explains  the  only  proper  fenfe  in  wUch 
**  the  term — ij^f— ought  to  be  taken  f."  Here  our  author 
certainly  underftands  it  as  denoting  a  divine  attribute.  Yet, 
he  informs  us,  in  the  courfe  of  a  few  pages,  that,  in  the 
Epiftle,  it  denotes  only  the  truth  of  our  Saviour's  humani- 
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tj  *.  This  is  a  ftriking  traniition,  indeed !  from  an  attri- 
liate  to  a  perfon,-»A-om  a  divine  attribute  to  a  human  perfbo. 
1i  the  tenn  be  ufed  in  its  only  proper  fenfif  when  reftciAed 
as  in  the  Gofpel,  to  the  nature  of  God;  how  can  it,  in  the 
epiiUe,  fignifj  nothing  more  than  the  eziflence  of  a  mer% 
manf 

Dr  P.  lajs ;  *'  It  is  nniverfallj  allowed,  diat  Chrift  having 
*^  merely  the  appearance  of  a  man,  was  an  opinion  that 
^^  ivas  entertained  by  many  perlbns  in  his  (the  ApolQe's) 
^'  time  f."  This  opinion,  indeed,  has  been  generally  afcribcd 
to  Simon  Magus;  becaufe,  as  he  pretended  that  himfilf 
was  known  in  Judea  as  the  Chrift,  he  taught  that  he  fufiered 
in  appearance  only.  But  as  few  of  thoic  .called  Gnoftics 
acknowledged  that  he  was  the  Chrift,  the  opinion  as  to  Chrift 
having  only  the  appearance  of  human  nature  was  not  ge- 
nerally received  by  Gnoftics  tiU  after  the  death  of  John* 
Ouf  author  informs  us  that  '*  the  Gnoftic  teachers,  who  op- 
«  pofed  the  apoftles,  were  Jews  ;*•  and  that  they  "  were  im 
**  aU  refpeBs  the  fame  that  the  Cerinthians  are  defcribed  to 
'*  have  been  t*"  He  at  the  fame  time  informs  us,  that  **  the 
*'  Cerinthians  and  Garpocratians  believed  that  Jefus  was  not 
"  only  a  man,  bom  as  other  men  are,  but  alfo  the  proper  oflT- 
**  fpring  of  Jofeph  as  well  as  of  Mary  ||."  If^  therefore,  John 
meant  to  write  againft  Gnoftics,  it  was  certainly  moft  na- 
tural for  him  to  level  his  dodrine  againft  thofe,  of  Jewifii 
origin,  who  oppofed  him  and  the  other  apojiies  ;  efpecially 
as  this  epiftle  feems  to  have  been  wrote  before  the  deftruc- 
tion  of  Jerufalem,  and  of  confequence,  before  the  Gentile 
Gnoftics  made  any  figure.  How,  then,  can  it  be  believed, 
that  his  principal  defign  in  writing,  was  to  cenfure  a  herefy 
not  maintained  by  thofe  againft  whom  he  wrote ;  nay,  that 
^his  was  ''  the  only  herefy  that  gave  him  any  trouble  ?" 

Dr 
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Dr  P.  endeavdon  to  ccmfirm  his  dofirine  as  to  the  icope 
of  dus  epiftle,  bj  qnotm«  chap.  iv.  ver.  1,  3.  Every  Jpirii 
thai  am/effki  fiat  Jefus  Chrifi  is  ameintheJUJb^u  of  God. 
Amd  every  Jjfirit  that  confejjeih  mai  that  Jefus  Cbrifi  is  come 
m  thefiefb,  iematof  God:  and  this  is  tbatj^rit  tfaniicbrifif 
vohereof  ye  have  beard  that  it  Jbould  come^  and  even  nmv 
tdready  is  ii  its  tie  world.  **  Coming  in  the  flefb^^  he  lajs, 
^  can  ha;ve  no  other  meaning  than  having  real  flifb^  which 
u  many  of  the  Gnoftics  faid  Chrift  had  not  *.'*  It  is  rea- 
fbDable,  however,  to  allow  the  infpired  writer  the  libertj' 
of  explaining  himielf.  After  a  digreffion  with  refpeft  to. 
the  woridlj  ipirit  of  thefe  falfe  prophets,  he  {hews  what  he 
meant  bj»  Chrift's  coming  in  the  flefb^  ver.  9.  In  this  was 
masK^fied  the  love  of  God  towards  i»,  hecattfe  that  God  fent 
Ur  vmfy^gotten  Son  into  the  world,  that  we  might  live 
^hromghhim.  Amrnvj^  and  yiii^^  are  undoabtedly' relatiye 
terms.  Coming  in  the  flefb,  ver.  a.  correfpoAds  with  fen" 
iing  into  the  world,  ver.  9.  Suppofing  that  **  coming  in  the 
^fUfb,  can  have  no  other  meaning  than  having  realjle/b" 
t  mnft  ftill  follow  that  finding  into  the  world  means  God's 
fivmg  real  fiejb, — ^To  whom?  To  his  only-begotten  Son. 
Dr  P.  will  not  pretend  that  Jefus  received  this  title  from  his 
niracnloos  conception,  or  the  manner  in  which  he  bad  real 
te/h.  I  have  not  obferved  that  he  anj  where  explains  thi^ 
erm.  But  as  he  reckons  that  expreflion,  the  Son  of  God, 
:qnivalent  to  the  Cbrifi,  it  is  moft  probable  that  he  has  the 
ame  view  of  only-begotten.  But  according  to  him,  Jefiis  was 
10c  the  Chrift  till  he  was  anointed  at  his  bapdfm.  How^ 
hoi,  did  God  fend  bis  only-begotten  Son  into  the  world, 
hat  is,  give  real  fleflj  to  him,  before  he  had  fuch  a  S(m  ? 
3nt  it  is  denied  that  Jefus  was  the  only^b^gotten,  with  refpeft 
o  his  unBion  as  MeiDah.    For  the  apofile,  in  this  verj 

chapter, 
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chs^ter,  extends  this  privilege  to  all  {aints.  TV  boK  aa 
mn£Hon  from  the  .Holy  One^  and  ye  Jkaow  all  tbings^^^The 
anouUingj  wubicb  ye  bave  teceived  <f  bim  abidetb  im  yem^ 
&c.  ver*  20.  27.  In  this  fenfe,  Jefns  could  onlj  be  called 
the  firfirhegMen.  Nay,  if  the  term  omly-begoitem  lefier 
merely  to  the  charafter  of  tbe  Cbri/l^  believers  are  more 
properly  and  fbiSly  the  fons  of  God,  than  their  Saviour  is. 
For,  aldieugh  it  is  in  a  fpiritual  fenfe,  they  are  really  h' 
gotten  of  God.  But  whatever  the  term  oafy-begoitm  is-  ; 
chides,  muft  have  been  true  of  Jefus,  at  leaft  at  tbe  veiy  ; 
time  of  his  miOion  into  the  world  \  elie  God  did  not  bai 
his  only-begotten  Son,  but  only  one  who  was  to  be  £>  m 
ccmiequence  of  his  miffion. 

We  are  certainly  to  underftand  the  doQrine  of  this  epi- 
ffle  according  to  the  introdudion,  which,  our  author  him- 
lelf  being  judge,  is  tf  key  to  the  whole.  If  £0,  Chrift  was 
the  only-begotten  m  a  fenle  truly  peculiar,  as  being  tbe  Word 
oflife^  tbat  eternal  Life  Ufbicb  was  witb  tbe  Fatber^  and  vms 
mamfefied  unto'  men,  when  he  was  Jent  into  tbe  vjorUL 
Whatever  love  God  might  difplay  in  afterwards  making  thb 
perfon  his  Son,  in  the  Socinian  ienle,  the  love  of  God  could 
not  be  maniftfied  m  fending  him  if  this  charaAer  did  not  be- 
long to  him  befi»e  his  mii&on.  If  this  fending  re&r  to  tern- 
p<xal  life  only,  how  can  we  Ihe  tbrougb  bim  /  If  nodiing 
more  be  meant  than  his  baving  real  flefh^  Jefus  was  like 
the  firft  man  taade  a  living  fouly  but  he  cannot  be  a  quickett- 

The  Dodor  adds ;  ^  Coming  here  cannot  imply  any  pre- 
^  exiflent  (late ;  for  then  the  fleih  in  which  he  came  mnfi 
^  have  pie-exifted  *."  But  this  is  a  mere  quibble.  For  by 
a  parity  of  reafon,  when  God  fays,  Xo,  /  come  to  tbee  in  a 
thick  cloudy  Ex.  xix.  9.  we  cannot  believe  the  pre-ex- 
ifience  of  the  glorious  Perfon  who  came  in  this  manner, 

without 
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wichant  b^ving  thit  of  the  doud  alio.  Some  think  that 
w  M^  is  heve  aled  for  «<$  ffofam  into  the  JU/bj  the  one  being 
«ftn  pot  fior the  gdier«.  But  though  the  ordinary  lenle 
«f  the  pnpofidoo  he  retained,  the  moft  that  the  expreffion 
M  the  Jli^  can  fignifjt  is  the  manmr  in  which  Cbrift  cami^ 
Aad  aadqnbtedly,  a  perfon,  who  has  previouily  ezifted^ 
wakj  be  fiud.to  comt  in  a  particular  maimeri  without  its 
being  neoeflarily  fuppo&d  that  the  wuuuur  pre-ezided^  as 
laeD  as  the  ^«r^. 

The  learned  gentleman  b  not  qoite  plea&d  with  the 
tranllatioD  of  this  paflage.  He  fays ;  ^\  It  might  be  ren« 
**  dcred,  that  Jffus  it  Chrifl  name  in  thijlUft>:'  But  there  is 
flffl  another  verfioo  fully  as  natural,  Whojoevtr  Jball  comfe/s 
Jt[m  Cbrift  wio  baib  come  in  the  fiejb  f.  Thus,  the  prin- 
dpal  iidbjcA  of  conleflion  is  not  his  coming  in  the  JU/bt  but 
Jiefin  Chrift  hinielfi  in  the  whole  extent  of  his  charafier. 
This  agrees  better  with  the  apoiUe's  ilhiftration  of  this 
confcfliqii  in  rer.  9,  lo.  where  Jefus  is  defcribed  as  the  pro^ 
fitintiomp  and  the  Sawonr  tf  the  worU\  and  in  ver.  15. 
whefe  it  is  peculiarly  pointed  to  the  eflential  dignity  of  his 
Peribn ;  Whofotoer  Jballconfefi  that  Jefus  is  the  Son  of  God^ 
God  dweUeth  in  him.  Had  John  meant  direfily  to  oppolie 
the  doddne  of  an  apparent  humanity,  every  one  muft  fiee 
that  his  language  would  have  been  far  more  proper,  had  he 
iaid,  that  Jefus  is  the  Son  if  man  ;  efpecially  as  this  b  the 
eipreflkm  ordinarily  u&d  in  Icripture,  to  denote  his  media- 
tory charader.  Inftead  of  faying,  come  in  the  Jltjb^  it 
would  have  conveyed  the  apoftle's  idea  far  more  clearly, 
had  he  fpoken  of  Chrift's  coming  of  thejlefb ;  as  his  hui- 
gnage  is  accidentally  ezpreflcd  by  our  author,  in  his  Hiftory 
sf  Corruptions  %. 

In 
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In  replj  to  what  had  been  fkid  by  die  learned  Dr  Hoif- 
lejy  now  Biihop  of  St  David's,  th?.t  tlie  exprcllion  eomuig  i§ 
the  flejh^  led  to  the  notion  of  Jefus  having  ^  had  his  cfaoioe 
<«  of  different  ways  of  coming/*  our  author  obferves ;  **  Qi  ■  j 
^  the  contrary,  I  think  the  expreffion  fufficiently  fimilar  to    j 
*'  other  Jewifli  phrafes,  of  which  we  find  various  firampUri    | 
*'  in  the  fcriptures,  and  that  it  may  be  explained  by  the    i 
*'  phrafe  partaker  of  fle/b  and  bloody  Heb.  ii.  14  *."     Bat    ; 
the  Dodor  is  very  \inhappy  in  his  choice  of  a  parallel  text. 
For  the  very  next  claufe  difproves  his  allegation.      The 
apofUe  ufes  the  phrafe  referred  to  with  refped  to  the  ch^ 
drcn.    Does  it  therefore  fellow  that  the  language  of  John 
may  be  explained  by  it  ?    On  the  contrary,  the  infpiied 
writer  to  the  Hebrews  varies  his  language,  when  he  fpeaks  J 
of  the  Leader  of  omr  falvafion.     He  knew  that  it  would  na« 
turally  occur,  that  men  were  entirely  paf&ve  in  receiving 
human  nature.     Therefore,  he  ufes  an  exprefftOQi  with  xe« 
fped  to  Chrift,  which  denotes  adion  :  He  took  pari  of  the 
Jame.     It  is  equivalent  to  that  in  Phil.  ii.  7.  He  took  upOB 
bimfeif  tbe  form  of  a  fervantm     As  thb  language  can  ad- 
mit only  of  an  aftive  fenfe,  it  is  evident,  from  the  con« 
nexion,  tliat  it  refpeds  not  any  thing  pofterior  to  the  incar- 
nation of  our  Lord,  but  his  very  aflumption  of  our  na- 
ture. 

Dr  P.  adds ;  **  If  the  word  coming  muft  neceiTarily  mean 
"  coming  from  beaven^  and  imply  a  pre-exiftent  Hate,  Jdm 
'*  the  Baptift  muft  have  pre-exifted :  for  our  Saviour  ufies 
that  expreffion  concerning  him,  as  well  as  concerning 
himfclf.  Matt.  xi.  18,  19.  Jobn  came  neitber  eating  mor 
drinking.^^Tbe  Son  of  Man  came  eating  and  drinking^ 
*'  &c.  f "  And  imdoubtedly,  the  word  comings  as  uled 
concerning  both,  implies  pre-exiftcnce  of  a  certain  kind. 
For  it  refers  to  the  entrance  of  both  on  their  public  mini- 

ftrations, 
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flndons,  or  to  the  manner  in  which  Chrift  and  hb  forerun- 
ner  feverallj  appeared  in  a  public  charaAer.  Witli  thk 
Gmitation,  our  Lord  fajs,  ver.  12.  From  tie  days  of  John 
WKtS  noWf  the  iingdom  of  heaven  fufftreth  violence  \  not  from ' 
die  time  of  his  birth,  but  of  the  commencement  of  his  mi- 
niftrj.  Befidesy  coming  is  a  far  more  indefinite  expreflion 
dnn  coming  in  the  fiejh  /  which  reftrids  the  coming  to  the 
trft  appearance  of  the  Perfon  in  human  nature,  and  is  never 
■led  concerning  John,  o^  any  mere  creature.*-  The  Doftor 
B  chargeable  with  a  fidlacj,  when  he  reafons  on  the  ground, 
of  die  fimple  term  coming  being  underftood  as  if  it  ^  ne- 
^'ceflaxilj  meant  coming  from  heaven** 

He  fuidier  obferves ;  "  It  nuij  alfo  be  afierted,  with 
"  more  oertaintj  ftiU,  concerning  all  the  apoftles,  that  they 
*  pr&«x]ftcd ;  for  our  Saviour,  in  his  prayer  for  them,  re- 
**  fpefiing  their  miflion,  makes  ufe  of  the  term  worlds  which 
**  is  not  fbond  in  i  John  iv.  a.  where  he  fays,  John  xvii.  x8. 
**  As  tbou  haft  fent  me  into  the  worlds  fo  have  I  alfo  fent 
"  them  into  the  tuor/d.'*  Here  the  fophifm  lies  in  the  ufe  of 
the  term  pre-exifled.  Our  author  tacitly  aflumes,  that  if 
the  phraie,  fending  into  the  worlds  imply  a  pre-exiflence  of 
any  kind,  it  muft  denote  a  pre-exiftence  of  the  fame  kind 
in  both  cafes.  He  furely  underftands  this  languge,  with  re- 
IpeS  to  the  apoftles,  as  referring  to  their  miffion  in  a  public 
charader.  When  our  Lord  fays,  /  have  fent  them  into 
the  worlds  it  neceflarily  implies  their  pre-exiftence  in  a  dif- 
ferent ftate,  as  men  living  in  a  private  ftation,  little  known, 
uid  not  expofed  to  any  peculiar  diiHculties  and  dangers, 
dch  as  they  were  now  to  encounter  in  the  fidiilment  of 
their  miffion.  It  cannot  be  pretended  that  the  other  ex- 
prei&on  refpeds  the  commencement  of  our  Saviour's  mini- 
iby.  For  Dr  P.  has  quoted  it  as  correfpondent  with  that 
of  coming  in  the  flejh.  He  cannot  plead  that  the  phrafe, 
ft9i  into  the  ivorld^  muft  have  the  fame  idea  afiixed  to  it  in 
A  both 


174  0/ ibe  Difign  of  ibi  Bookll. 

both  claufes,  without  granting  that  Jefiis  as  really  fitd  the 
apoftles  inio  the  worlds  that  is,  that  he  as  really  fent  them  m 
fltjb^  or  gave  them  human  nature,  as  the  Father  fimt  bioi 
infle/bf  or  gave  him  human  nature. 

He  thinks  that  '*  it  may  be  aflerted,  with  more  certainty 
(till  concerning  all  the  apoftles  that  they  pfe-exifted/'  be- 
caufe  the  term  wcrld  is  here  ufed,  *^  which  is  not  fioond  in 
X  John  iv.  a."  But  our  author  muft  know  that  the  whole 
phrafe,  fent  into  ibe  worlds  is  found  in  i  John  iv.  9.  whidl» 
it  has  been  feen,  exafily  correfponds  with  the  preceding  cXp 
preffion,  come  in  tbe  Jk/b* 

If  we  pay  the  leaft  regard  to  the  meaning  of  the  fiemr 

€ommgt  as  ufed  with  refpefi  to  Chrift  in  other  paflkges  of 

the  New  Teftament,  the  vanity  of  our  authdr's  aflertwos 

muft  appear  at  firft  view.     It  is  laid  of  tbe  true  Lgitf  that 

be  came  unio  bis  owif,  John  i.  11.    But  this  eomimg  evidcBlly 

implies  pre-exiftence.    For  it  is  declared  concerning  die 

fiime  Ferfon,  in  the  verfe  immediately  preceding^  He  nvaa 

in  tbe  ivorld ;  that  is,  he  exiiled  in  the  world,  befiotv  he 

came  in  flefii.     If  this  be  not  true,  what  fenfe  can  be  aflbc« 

ed  to  thefe  words  of  Jefus;  I  came  fortb  from  tbe  Faibett 

and  am  come  into  tbe  world :   again  Heave  tbe  worlds  amdg^ 

to  tbe  Fatber  ?  John  xvi.  28.     Do  they  not  as  clearly  fig- 

nify  that  he  exifted  with  the  Father,  before  his  coming  inu 

the  world,  as  that  he  fliould  exift  with  the  Father,  after  hii 

leaving  it  ?  When  this  term  refpc^  the  nativity,  it  is  ufec 

in  fuch  a  ienfe,  that  Jefus,  wben  comings  or  in  the  very  ac 

of  entering,  into  tbe  world,  could  fay^  A  body  bajl  tbou  pre 

pared  nie^  Heb.  x.  5. 

Ti'i  true  fcnfe  of  the  term  muft  certainly  be  leamei 
frum  thofe  prophecies,  concerning  the  appearance  of  th 
Mclnah,  whicii  are  recorded  in  the  Old  Teftament ;  and  ii 
coni.rmity  1.0  tli.fe  muf>  tlic  language  ot  the  New  be  un 
dcrftood.     The  Jews  were  accuftomcd  to  defign  the  Mel 
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fiah  0  MfXPI**"^  ^^  ^^  cometb^  Matt.  id.  3.     They  borrow- 
cd  this  language  from  their  {criptures.    For  there  he  li 
femctimri  fimply  deicribed  under  this  chara£ler,  ivith  a  de- 
claration of  the  certainty  of  his  appearance ;  as  in  Hab. 
iL  3.     Heh.  z.  37*  Zfiff  that  comcthJhaU  come.     On  other  oc- 
cafionsy  the  dignity  of  the  Perfon  b  declared.     He  is  re** 
pcefented  as  coming  with  divine  Majefty,  though  in  human 
Conn :  Behold^  one  like  the  Son  of  man  came  with  the  clouds 
^  beaotm^  Dan.  vii.  13.     His  divine  nature  is  often  ex- 
pre&ly  declared :  Behold  your  God  JbaU  come^  Ifa.  xxxv.  4. 
Tlus  expreflion  evidently  denotes  a  manifeflation  of  him- 
felf  entirely  different  from  any  that  his  church  had  fbr- 
meriy  enjoyed.     It  lignifies  a  difplay  of  his  glory  even 
to  the  eye  of  fienfe.     ^bey  JbaU  fee  the  glory  of  Jehovah, 
ver.  1.  That  his  people  might  not  deceive  themfelveSy  he 
particularly  mentions  the  (igns  of  his  appearance,  ver.  5. 
TZof  the  eyes  of  the  blind  JbaU  he  opened^  and  the  ears  if  the 
dtuffioBhe  unjlopped^  &c.     His  work  is  declared :  ver.  4. 
He  will  come  and  fave  you.    The  converfion  of  the  hea- 
then is  metaphorically  ezpreiTed,  as  one  great  effect  of  his 
coming:    In  the  wildernejs  JbaU  waters  break  out^  &c. 
Thus,  the  whole  paflage  evidently  refers  to  the  time  of 
Meffiah's  appearance. 

This  manifeftation  was  not  to  be  by  means  of  an  inferior 
peribo.  Therefore  it  is  written,  Say  unto  the  cities  tf  Ju- 
dabt  Behold  your  God.  Behold^  the  Lord  God  will  come^ — 
Behold^  bis  reward  is  with  bim^  and  bis  work  ^before  bim^ 
chap.  xL  9,  lo.  This  illuftnous  Perfon  is,  in  chap.  bdi.  ii.^ 
deicribed  in  the  fame  charaders,  only  with  a  change  of  de« 
fignation :  Behold^  thy  falvation  cometb :  Behold^  bis  re- 
ward  is  with  him,  and  bis  work  before  bini\  He  was  imme- 
diately to  dilcharge  the  work  of  a  flicpherd,  chap.  xl.  11. 
Hejball  feed  bis  flock  like  a  Jbepberd.  He  was  to  be  pre- 
ceded by  the  W)ice  of  one  crying  in  ti  e  wildernefs^  Prepare 
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ye  the  way  of  Jehovah,  ver.  3.  Here  alfo,  we  have  a  pit- 
diftion  of  the  difplay  of  his  glorj,  even  to  the  fenfible  eje, 
ver  5,  jiitd  the  glory  of  the  Lord  fball  he  revealed^  and  all 
Jlefb  Jball  fee  it  together ^  for  the  mouth  of  the  Lord  hath 
fpoien  it ;  or,  as  the  words  raaj  be  read,  all  flejhjhali  fee  to- 
gether ^  that  the  mouth  of  the  Lord  haih  fpoken^  that  is,  that 
Jlhovah  himfelf  is  the  fpeaker  \  according  to^chap.  lii.  6. 
formerly  explained. 

The  account  given  of  the  Meiliah,  as  come^  exadlj  cor- 
refponds  with  thefe  prophecies.     God  was  not  manifefted 
in  the  human  perfon  of  Jefus ;  but  the  Son  of  God  was  ma- 
nifejled  in  thefejb^  that  is,  in  the  human  nature,  I  John  ill. 
8.  The  glory  that  was  beheld,  was  properly  his  own.  It  was 
the  glory  as  of  the  only  begotten^  John  i.  14.     When  he 
wrought  miracles,  he  manifefted  forth  his  glory ^  chap.  ii.  il. 
When  the  difciples  of  John,  as  (ent  by  their  Mailer,  iaid  to 
Jefus,  Art  thou  he  that  fhould  come  f  he  referred  them  to 
thefe  very  works  which  were  foretold  by  the  prophet  I&iali, 
as  the  figns  of  the  coming  of  their  God  :  The  blind  receive 
their  fght^  and  the  lame  walh^  &c.  Matt.  xi.  3 — 5.     His 
name  was  called  ^efusy  not  becaufe  God  was  to  accomplifh 
the  work  of  falvation  by  him  as  an  inferior  agent ;  but  be- 
caufe he  was  himfelf  to  fave  his  people^  Matt.  i.  21.     He  is 
expreisly  called  Salvation^  A&s  xiii.  ^7.  He  appropriates  to 
himfelf  die  language  ufed  with  refped  to  the  coming  of 
the  church's  God  and  Salvation ;  Behold  I  come f— and  my 
fwvard  is  with  me :   and  to  uflure  her  that  it  was  he  who 
was  foretold  as  thus  coming,  he  alfo  appropriates  thefe  di-  . 
vine   chara£lers  wliich  follow   in  the   prophecy   of  Ifaiah 
(chap.  xli.  4.)     I  am  the  Firff  and  the  Lafl^  Rev.  xxii.  12, 
13.     If  Jefus  be  not  that  divine  Perfon  who  was  to  feed 
hisfock  lihe  ajhcpberdj  his  followers  are  charoeabk-  with 
blafphemy  when  they  cull  him  t'j -^r/v.^  S^xphcrd  of  the 
fliecp,  Httb.  xiii.  ac.  and  tlic  chief  Shepherd,  i  Pet,  v.  4. 

For 
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For  neither  of  thcfe  charafters  can  apply  to  him,  who  ii 
tnfimtelj  inferior  to  another  invefted  with  this  oiEce. 

But  in  what  manner  foever  that  expreffion,  come  in  the 
Jkjby  be  rendered,  the  fentence  of  infpiration  condemns  Uni* 
tarians  as  well  as  thofe  who  denied  the  truth  of  Ghrift's 
human  nature.  For  according  to  the  plain  nieaning  of  the 
words,  he  came  in  the  flejhy  not  only  as  Jefus^  but  as  Chrijl. 
But  thofe  who  have  held  the  fimple  humanity,  have  always 
denied  this.  For  they  do  not  believe  that  Jefus  wsa  Chrijlf 
that  is,  anointed  to  the  work  of  fidvation,  till  thirty  years  . 
after  his  coming  in  thefiejb. 

The  Dodor  aflerts  that  ^'  there  is  no  trace  in  this  epifUe 
••  of  any  more  than  one  herefy."  He  might  as  well  fay, 
that  there  is  no  trace  of  any  more  than  one  antichriji.  In 
what  isok  does  John  fay,  chap.  ii.  18.  that  there  are  many 
anticbri/is  /^Whether  is  it  moft  natural  to  underftand  this 
language  of  a  number  of  individuals  of  one  heretical  da&, 
or  of  diflerent  herefies  ?  If  we  are  to  prefer  the  former  fenfe, 
diefe  words,  ver.  18.  Te  have  heard  that  aniichrijljball  come^ 
moft  refped  one  perfon  only. 

Our  author,  indeed,  is  not  very  confident  with  himfelf, 
in  his  account  of  the  defign  of  the  infpired  writer.  For 
he  informs  us  that  ^*  the  denial  of  the  human  natmre  of 
•*  Chrift  was  the  only  herefy  that  gave  him  any  alarm." 
Yet  he  attempts  to  prove  that  he  was  no  leis  alarmed  at 
die  denial  of  Jefus  being  the  Chrift.  But  thefe  were  diSt^ 
rent  herefies,  though  they  had  one  general  name.  They 
were  even  oppofed  to  each  other ;  fo  that  he,  who,  in  our 
anidiar*s  fenfe,  denied  that  Jefus  was  the  Chrift,  did  fo,  be- 
canfie  be  confidered  Jefus  as  one  Perfon,  and  Chrift  as  an* 
other. 

The  Dofbor  wiihes  it  to  appear  that  John  had  no  refpeS 
to  Ebionites,  in  what  he  fays  oi  falfe  prophet s^  antichrijis^ 
fcc.     He  particularly  quotes   chap,  ii,  22.  Who  is  a  liar^ 
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hut  he  that  denieth  that  Jefus  is  the  Chrtfi  P  underftandiqg 
thefe  words  of  the  GnofUcs,  who  held  that  Cbrijt  was  one 
being,  and  ^efus  another*.    But  the  difference  between 
Gnoftics  and  Ebionites  as  to  the  perfon  of  Chrift,  wii 
very  trifling.    -Both  the  earlj  Gnoftics  and  they  beliercd 
that  Jefus  was  a  mere  man.    Both  denied  the.miraculom 
concepdon.     Both  held  that  there  was  nothing  fupematural 
about  Jefus,  till  after  his  baptifin.     They  agreed  in  afler- 
ting  that  ^hen  tho  Chrijl  deicended  upon  him.  in  the  fom 
of  a  dove.     By  this  name  the  Gnc^ics  called  the  Spirit  f. 
Both  believed  that  this  defcent  was  the  only  finirce  of  the 
miraculous  powers  of  Jefus.    Both  denied  a  perfbnal  unioli 
between  the  higos  and  the  human  nature.    Modem  Unita^ 
rians  wilh  it  to  be  believed,  that  their  predeceflbrs  confider- 
ed  the  Logos  or  Spirit^  as  a  mere  power  or  attribute.     But 
we  {hall  afterwards  ihew  that  thej,  as  really  as  the  Gnofliciy 
believed  that  the  Chrijl  pre-exifted.     It  has  been  generallj 
thought  that  the  Ebionites  extended  the  name  Cbrift  to  the 
man  Jefus,  whereas  the  Gnoftics  did  n  t. .  But  this  ^pinimi 
feems  to  have  been  formed  merely  from  the  filence  of  an- 
cient writers  *,  as  the  principles  of  the  Ebionites  have  not 
been  fo  fiilly  explained  as  thofe  of  the  Gnoftics.    Let  us, 
however)  (iippofe  it  to  be  true  that  they  difiered  in  this  re- 
fped,  can  it  thence  be  rationally  inferred  that  the  latter 
were  accounted  heretics,  while  the  former,  notwithflanding 
their  conformity  in  other  refpeds,  paiTed  for  genuine  Chri* 
ftians  ?  The  Gnoftics  believed  in  him,  whom  they  thus  de- 
fcribed,  as  the  true  Mef&ah.     It  is,  therefore,  inconceivable 
that  Jdm  fhould  condemn  the  one,  and  juilify  the  other  \ 
that  he  fhould  f  eft  the  truth  of  a  profef&on  of  Chriftianity 
on  fo  flight  a  difference. 

It  is  £^  more  natural  to  think  that  thefe  words,  Who  is 
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4  liar^  Scc«  refpeA  the  denial  of  fuch  a  Chrift  as  had  been 
pftMniled.    Now,   what  Uras   the  great  charader  of  this 
Ifeffiah  ?  Was  it,  that  at  his  baptifin  the  Spirit  ihould  reft 
Wjym  Mbl,  in  which  both  GnofHcs  and  Ebionites  agreed? 
This  was  the  leafl  part  of  his  qualification;    The  apofile 
ex^ains  his  nieaning  in  the  words  immediately  foUowingt 
fliewing  that  he  efpeciaUjr  referred  to  the  eflence  of  this 
Perfeii.    He  is  afUichrtftj  that  denieth  the  Father  and  the 
Son.     Was  the  Gnoftic  an  antichrift^  becaufe  he  did  not 
extend  the  name  Chrift  to  the  man  Jefiis  ?  And  did  the 
Ebiooke  ^eficrve  a  better  name,  who  denied  that  Jefus  had 
an  J  natnral  fsAtx  but  Jofeph  ?  Such  a  denial  of  the  Chrifi^ 
or  Mejbdff  is  evidently  meant,  as  implies  a  rejefiion  of  ^e 
firft  Perfim  in  the  charafier  of  a  Father,  and  of  the  iecond 
in  that  of  a  Son. 

But  die  Doftor  has  difcofvered,  that  even  the  language 
ded  with  refped  to  the  fonfliip  of  Chiift  refers  to  Gnoftics« 
As  they  '*  maintained,'*  he  lays,  '*  that  Jefus  and  the  Chrift 
^  were  difirent  peifons,  the  latter  having  come  from  hea- 
^  ven^  and  being  the  Son  of  God»  whereas  Jefus  was  the 
^  Son  of  man  only,  the  ezpreflion  of  Jefus  being  the  Son  of 
^  Go^is  as  direffly  oppofed  to  the  dodrine  of  the  Gnoftics 
*^  as  that  of  Chrift  coming  in  the  JUJh  *."     This  is  a  ftrange 
eSbrt  of  fophiftry.     The  Gnofiics  believed  that  Jefus  was 
the  Son  of  man  only.    Therefore,  John  could  not  mean  to 
indnde  Ebionites.    They  beUeved,  forfooth,  that  Jefus  was 
the  Son  of  God.     But  in  what  fenfe  ?  Did  they  lay  that 
God  was  his  own  Father  f  That  he  was  fo  a  Son  born^  as  to 
be  the  mighty  God?  Nothing  of  this  kind  is  meant.  They 
beEeved  that  he  was  the  Son  of  God^  becaufe  he  was  the 
Cbrifi.    For  our  author  aflerts  that  thefe  are  equivalent  ex- 
pfcmous  J. 

There  is  an  evident  fidkcy  in  his  ufe  of  that  expreiBon, 
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the  Son  of  God.  From  the  peculiar  ftrudore  of  tihe  fiaitgncf, 
a  ftranger  to  Unitarian  principles  would  fuppoiby  that  €« 
author  meant  that  John  had  extended  this  language  to  Jifuh 
in  the  fame  fenfe  in  which  the  Gnoftics  confined  it  to  Chrijt. 
Now,  he  tells  us  that  the j  confidered  the  Chrift  as  ^  having 
*^  come  from  heaven,"  referring  to  the  fenfe  in  which  diej 
imderflood  the  term.  Sou  of  God^  as  e^refliTe  of  a  divine 
nature.     But  when  he  introduces  the  fame  term,  as  extended 
to  Jefus^  according  to  that  view  which  he  is  pleafed  to  afcribe 
to  the  apoiUe,  he  totally  changes  the  fenfe.     It  figniiies  no- 
thing more  than  what  belongs  to  a  mere  man,  to  one  who 
never  **  came  frt)m  heaven."     As  the  '*  Gnoftics  maintain- 
^ed  that  Jefus  and  Chrift  were  dtferent  perfons,**  tbej 
could  not  confiflentlj  call  Jefus  the  Son  of  God^  or  fay  diat 
he  "  had  come  from  heaven."    Therefore,  they  were  faifi 
prophets^  liars^  heretics^  antichrijls.     But  how  do  Unitarians 
avoid  the  fame  charaders  ?  They  give  the  compliment  of 
^e  name  to.  Jejui  Chrift ;  but  deny  that  be  is  truly  the 
Son  of  God,  or  that  he  *'  came  from  heaven,"  either  at 
yefusj  or  as  Chrijl.     They  do  not,  like  thefe  heretics  the 
Gnoftics,  believe  that  ^efus  only  is  the  Son  of  man.     In  that 
very  fenfe  in  which  the  Gnoftics  ufed  this  term,  they  be>- 
lieve  nothing  more  concemiag  Jefus  Chrift. 

It  is  very  evident  that,  in  the  paflage  laft  quoted  (chap, 
li.  22.)  the  weight  of  the  apoftle's  accufation  lies  in  this, 
that  the  heretics  alluded  to,  denied  an  eftential  relation  be- 
tween the  Father  and  the  Son.  They  fo  denied  the  Son, 
as  to  exclude  themfelves  from  any  intereft  in  the  Fatheiv 
Therefore  it  is  added,  ver.  23.  IVhofoever  denietb  the  Son^ 
the  fame  hath  not  the  Father.  But  the  denial  of  the  divine 
nature  of  Chrift  is  a  direft  attack  on  the  Father,  perfonally 
and  paternally  viewed.  For  he  is  a  Father,  in  a  proper 
fenfe,  folely  in  relation  to  his  only-begotten  Son. 

3  That 
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That  the  apoftle  here  efpeciallj  refers  to  the  pte-eziftence 
and  deiQr  of  the  Son,  without  which  he  coujd  not  be  the 
Cbrifi^  appears  in  the  cleared  manner  from  what  follows; 
It  is  immediately  added ;  Let  tbat^  therefore^  abide  in  you 
lahicb  yt  have  beard  from  the  beginning.  If  that  which  ye 
have  heard  from  the  beginning  Jball  remain  in  you^  ye  aljb 
fbaO  amiinme  in  the  Son,  and  in  the  Father,  ver.  24.  He  ex- 
horts them  to  continue  in  that  dofirine  which  thej  had 
heard  from  the  beginning.  He  feems  to  point  out  the  na- 
ture of  this  dodrine,  hy  an  allufion  to  the  very  terms  in 
which  he  had  exprefl*ed  it  in  his  introdu&ion  :  That  which 
was  from  the  beginning,  which  we  have  heard,  &c.  ASu- 
fioos  of  this  kind,  even  where  the  fenfe  of  ^  the  terms  is  va- 
ried, are  very  common  with  Hebrew  writers.  Having 
given  the  defignation  of  eternal  life  to  the  Perfon  whom  he 
had  thus  defcribed,  he  alludes  to  this  very  defignation^  by 
dedaring  the  effed  of  their  continuance  in  the  dodrine  con- 
ceming  him  ;  jind  this  is  the  promife  that  he  hath  promifed 
MS,  even  eternal  life,  ver.  25.  He  then  fays ;  Thefe  things 
bane  I  written  unto  you  concerning  them  that  feduce  you^ 
ver.  16.  to  (hew  that  the  feducers,  whom  he  had  chiefly  in 
his  eye,  were  fuch  as  denied  that  the  Son  was  that  eternal 
life  which  was  with  the  Father. 

In  the  profecution  of  the  fame  defign,  after  declaring 
their  fecurity  for  abiding  in  him,  as  the  objedt  of  their  faith, 
and  exhorting  them  to  the  exercife  of  this  grace,  he  breaks 
out  in  the  language  of  admiration  at  the  great  honour 
c^onfierred  on  ChrifHans,  in  confequence  of  their  union  to  a 
divine  Perfon.  Behold,  what  nianner  of  love  the  Father  hath 
hejlowed  on  us,  that  we  Jhould  be  called  the  fons  of  God  I 
Therefore  the  world  knoweth  us  not,  becaufe  it  knew  him  not. 
Beloved,  now  are  we  the  fons  of  God;  and  it  doth  not  yet 
appear  what  we  Jhall  be:  but  we  know  that,  when  he  Jhall 
appear,  we  Jhall  be  like  him  ;  for  we  Jhall  fee  him  as  he  is, 
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chap.  iii.  x»  3.  When  believers  are  laid  to  be  tbe  font  of 
Cdd^  the  fame  divine  Perfon  is  meant,  whom  tbt  world  iU 
ftai  ittovff  who  /ball  appear^  and  whom  they  {hall  fit  as  ht 
is.  There  can  be  no  dodbt  that  the  Son  is  meant ;  efpc- 
dally  as  it  b  he  who  is  iaid  to  appear^  chap.  iL  28.  and  diej 
who  do  righteoulheis  are  laid  to  be  bom^  or  btsgaiten  of  bim^ 
ver.  29.  They  are  the  fons  of  Godf-^^wbo  was  mamfgfiti 
to  take  away  otsr  fnSf  ver.  5.  wbo  laid  dckun  bis  life  for  «» 
ven  16. 

He  alio  declares  that  Jefus  is  fo  the  Cbrijl^  as  to  comniir 
nicate  his  unBion  to  others  \  not  in  the  extraordinary  gifts  of 
the  Spirit  alone,  but  in  thofe  which  are  faving,  and  whidi 
are  the  privilege  of  aU  true  believers,  pre&rving  them  £roii^ 
deftmdive  errors,  chap.  iL  20.  27.  Therefore,  when  the 
apoftle  fpeaks  of  denying  that  Jefus  is  tbe  Cbrijl^  he  means 
a  reje&on  of  him  as  a  divine  Perfon,  who  had  powev 
to  take  away  our  fins  meritorioufly,  by  laying  down  hit 
life  for  us ;  and  efficacioufly,  by  commiyicaring  to  us  hi^ 
Spirit. 

Dr  P.  thinks  that  the  paiTage,  which  we  have  laft  confi- 
dered,  "  may  explain  what  Peter  meant  by  denying  tbe  Lord 
f*  tbat  bougbt  tbem^  2  Epif.  ii.  I.  as  it  may  be  fuppofed 
"  that  he  meant  denying  Jefus  to  be  the  Cbrijl'^.'*  But 
the  mode  of  expref&on  evidently  implies  that  it  was  fuch 
a  denial  of  Chrift  as  afieded  the  truth  of  his  purcbafe.  It 
is  granted  that  the  Gnoftic  dodrine  terminated  in  this.  For 
as  they  afferted  that,  at  the  time  of  the  fuEFering  of  Jefus, 
the  Chrifl  left  him,  and  afcended  into  heaven,  it  neceflarily 
follows  that  he  had  not  power  to  pay  the  price  of  our  re- 
demption. But  did  not  thofe  equally,  at  leafl,  deny  tbe  Lord 
tbat  bougbt  tbem,  who  denied  that  Jefus  Chrift  was  ever 
inore  than  man,  and  that  he  had  any  power,  or  indeed,  any 
4efign  to  purchafe  the  church  ? 

He 

t  Ibid.  p.  200. 


I 


Chap.  n.  Firfi  Efi/k  of  Joht.  183 

He  alfo  quotes  i  John  v.  5.  tVho  is  be  that  overc^meth  ihe 
werU^  bni  he  that  helievetb  that  Jeftis  is  the  Son  of  Godf  The 
apoftle  cxpreffcs  himfelf  differently,  ver.  i.  Whojoever  he^ 
Keveth  that  Jefus  is  the  Chriji^  is  hork  of  God.     Thefc  ex- 
preffions  mir  author  accounts  equivalent.   But  the  faith  hete 
defcribed  is  not  a  faith  merelj  refpeAing  his  miiBon,  but 
diredlj  terminating  upon  his  Ferfon.     It  hath  Chtift  for 
its  proper  objeft.     It  is  believing  on  the  Son  of  Godj  ver.  10. 
fiar  eternal  life^  ver.  1 1.  a  faith  apprehending  this  life  in  the 
Son,  as  what  can  be  had  in  him  onlj,  ver.  ii.   It  is  believing 
on  the  mtme  of  the  Son  of  God^,  ver.  13.     It  is  a  confidence 
in  him  as  the  objeft,  and  the  hearer,  of  prajer,  as  one  whoiie 
win  mnft  regulate  all  our  petitions,  and  who  in  a  fovereign 
manner  grants  them  when  thus  regulated.     And  this  is  the 
confidenee  that  we  have  in  bim^  that  if  we  ajk  any  thing  ac- 
cording to  his  willf  he  beareth  us.     And  if  we  know  that  he 
bear  ms^  whatfoever  we  aJk,  we  know  that  we  have  the  peti^ 
tions  that  we  dejired  of  him^  ver.  14,  15.     If  Jefus  be  not 
die  Son  of  God,  as  having  the  fame  nature  with  his  Father, 
and  jet  the  objed  of  fuch  a  faith  \  while  a  plurali^  of  per- 
fbns  18  difcarded,  creature-worfhip  is  introduced. 

The  fidth  meant  as  efieSuallj  excludes  Unitarians,  as  it 
did  Gnoitics.    For  one  great  defign  of  this  epifUe  is  to  de- 
clare the  work  of  the  Son  of  God.     Were  it  true  that  the 
apofUe  had  4aboured  fo  much  to  prove  the  truth  of  his  hu- 
manity, would  he  have  done  it  without  any  proper  end  ? 
Our  Lord  aiTumed  real  htunan  nature,  that  in  this  he  might 
obey  and  fatisfy  for  us.     Indeed,  the  dodrine  of  atonement 
rtms  through  the  whole  of  this  epiflle.     The  apoflie  teftifies 
that  the  bloodof  Jefus  Cbrijl  bis  (God*s)  Son.cleanfeth  us  from 
all  fin^  or,  to  read  it  more  elegantly,  according  to  the  Soci* 
nian  view,  W^  blood  of  Jefus  Cbriji  the  Cbrijl  cleanfetb  us^ 
Sec.  chap.  i.  7.     He  proclaims  him  a.  the  propitiation  Jor  our 
JhUf  and  on  ttus  foundation  as  the  advocate^  chap.  ii.  i,  2. 

M  4  Thence, 
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Tbence,  alio,  he  declares  tbejorgimmfi  dt  6DsJhr  its  mamtt 
Jake^  ver.  12.  He  tcftifics,  as  has  heen  fiecn,  diat  God  wis 
inaiii£efted  for  taking  awty  omr  JlmSf  chap.  liL  5.  and  dat 
he  gave  Us  life  for  us^  m  in  our  Jieady  ver.  16.  Did  God 
give  bis  onfy-begatten  Son  /  It  was  that  we  mighi  live  tbrmigh 
Umf  that  he  might  be  tbe  fropitiatum  /or  onar  Jim^  the  &h 
vio^r  of  tbe  worlds  chap.  iv.  9,  lo.  14. 

When  the  apoftle  afferts  that  Jelos  casne  bj  VMSttrwd 
bloody  chap.  v.  6.  it  undoubtedly  implies  that  he  came  ift 
real  fle(b.     But  this  is  afferted  only  in  fubferviencj  to  die 
great  end  of  bis  afluming  our  nature.     The  langoagc  iJKint 
to  be  of  the  lame  import  with  that  which  John  uies  in  his 
Gofpel,  chap.  xix.   34.    But  why  fuch  particularity,  if 
merely  to  aflure  us  of  the  truth  of  the  human  nature,  e%e- 
cially  as  it  does  not  feem  to  have  been  denied  by  many  of 
the  Gnoftics  when  this  epiiUe  was  written?  Bqt  by  the 
U&  of  this  language  he  {hews,  that  the  ceremonial  law  had 
its  completion  in  Chrift,  and  that  we  receive  both  pardon 
and  fandiiication  through  him.     Thus  he  teftifies  that  tbe 
fountain  was  really  opened  for  Jin,  and  for  uncleannefs>     If 
we  can  believe  that  the  water  and  blood,  by  which  Chrift 
came,  were  meant  merely  to  prove  the  truth  of  his  huma- 
nity, we  become  Gnoftics  indeed.     We  fuppofe  the  God 
of  the  Jews  to. have  been  an  evil  being,  who  oppreiTed  his 
people  with  an  intolerable  yoke  of  bondage,  without  any 
advantage,  either  to  themfelves,  or  to  us  *,  who  afflided 
them,  not  for  their  profit^  but  for  his  pleafure. 

If  it  be  fuppofed  that  the  water  refpe£b  the  baptifm  of 
Chrift,  the  do6brine  has  the  f^me  tendency.  The  Gnoftics 
in  fome  fenfe  granted  that  tbe  Son  of  God  came  by  water  ; 
as  they  faid  that  the  Logos  dcfcended  on  the  man  Jefus  at 
his  baptifm.  But,  even  in  that  early  age,  they  denied  that 
the  Son  of  God  came  by  blood.  For  they  afterted  that  the 
Lpgps  left  JefuSy  when  be  was  about  to  fufTer.     But  accorr 

ding 
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ding  to  die  apofik,  he  ciMUy  not  only  as  ibeChrifl^  as  one 
OMoinied^  but  as  yefus^  who  fliould,  bj  his  death,  fave  bis 
peo^  /rum  their  Jim.  He  ikys  of  the  Spirit^  the  watery 
and  tie  ibodf  that  as  witneiTes  tbey  agree  in  one^  ver.  8.  be- 
caule  thej  all  teflify  that  eternal  life  is  in  the  Son  of  God. 
The  watp^f  or  his  baptifm,  bears  witnefsy  becaufe  it  (hews 
his  divine  call  to  the  wo]:k  of  ialvation.  The  blood  does 
the  lame*  For  it  teftifies  the  truth  of  his  purchafe  of  this 
bleffing ;  as  thereby  it  appears  that  be  laid  down  bis  life  for 
MSf  chap.  iii.  i6.  The  Spirit  agrees  with  both.  For  he  ap« 
plies  the  blood  of  Chrift  to  the  foul,  and  witneiTes  within 
believers  that  they  are  the  fons  of  God,  making  them  to 
know  that  they  have  eternal  lifsy  ver.  13.  Therefore,  the 
apoAIe  fays.  He  that  believetb  on  the  Son  of  God  bath  the 
witnefs  in  hitnfelf  ver.  10.  But  his  do&ine  oppofes  Uni- 
tarians,  ancient  and  modem,  as  diredly  as  Gnoflics ;  becaufe 
of  their  deifying  the  efficacy  of  his  death. 

The  deity  pf  the  Word  is  expreisly  declared  ver.  7.  But 
I  Ihall  npt  enter  on  the  proof  from  this  verfe ;  as  the  van- 
cos  objections  to  its  authenticity  would  lead  me  ipto  too 
wide  a  field  of  controverfy  *. 

When  the  apofile  fums  up  this  epiflle,  he  thus  expreffes 
the  great  defign  of  it :  "Tbefe  things  have  I  written  unto  you 
that  believe  on  the  name  of  the  Son  of  God,  that  ye  may  know 
that  ye  have  eternal  life,  and  that  ye  may  believe  on  the  name 
of  the  Son  of  God,  ver.  13.  Thofe  to  whom  he  wrote  al- 
ready 3^/tVv^^  on  the  name  of  the  Son  of  God.  They  did  not 
merely  receive  the  teflimony  which  he  gave.  But  they 
relied  on  him,  perfonaUy  confidered,  as  a  fure  ground  of 
confidence  for  falvation.  Nor  was  this  all.  They  believed 
that  he  was  the  proper  Son  of  God,  and  relied  on  him  in 
this  charader.  For  believing  on  the  name  undoubtedly  de- 
notes 

*  See  Mtrtin's  Criiieal  Dif&rtation  on  this  verie,  and  bis  reply  to 
EmJyn. 
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notes  the  particular  refped  that  faith  has  to  its  objefti^  ac- 
cording to  the  denomination  particularly  fpccified. 

But  as  John  had  previoufly  declared  that  thej  were  ez- 
pofed  to  danger  bom  feducers^  the  manner  in  which  he  es* 
prefles  his  defign  in  writing  points  out  the  nature  of  that 
heretical  dodrine  which  gave  him  moft  alarm.     He  wrote 
that  they  might  know  that  they  had  eternal  life*    This  dear- 
ly implies  that  the  dodrine  of  tht  feducers^  whom  he  oppo- 
fed,  tended  to  deprive  them  of  this  great  and  comprehen* 
five  bleffing.     It  cannot  be  fuppofed,  that  he  refers  to  any 
who  diredly  denied  the  eternal  date.     Even  the  GnofUcs, 
who  dlfbelieved  the  refurreAion  of  the  body,   acknow- 
ledged the  eternal  exidence  of  the  foul.     Therefore,  they 
could  no  more  be  faid  to  deny  eternal  life^  than  thofe  in 
our  day  who,  going  to  the  other  extreme,  believe  the  eter- 
nal exiftence  of  the  body  alone.     The  apoftle  certainly  re^ 
fe»  to  the  natural  confequence  of  the  dodrine  of  thofe  he- 
retics whom  he  has  in  his  eye.     The  connenon  of  the  dif- 
ferent parts  of  the  verfe,  and  of  the  whole  )vith  the  con- 
text, nay,  with  the  general  tenor  of  the  epifUe,  determines 
the  nature  of  their  great  and  leading  error.     They  denied 
that  Jefus  Chriil  was  the  Son  of  Godj  that  is,  that  he  was 
that  eternal  life  which  was  with  the  Father,     They  repre- 
fented  him  as  a  mere  man,  who,  therefore,  could  have  nei- 
ther power  nor  right  to  communicate  eternal  life  to  others, 
becaufe   he   needed   to  receive  this  blefllng  for  himfelf. 
They  alfo  denied  the  merit  of  his  fufferings,  and  the  ^hok 
defign  of  his  coming  by  water  and  blood. 

How  might  thefe  Chriftians  know  that  they  had  eternal 
life  ?  The  apoftle  (hews  that  this  knowledge  naturally  flows 
from  faith  on  the  Son  of  God.  For  he  had  faid  immediately 
before ;  ^his  life  is  iff  his  Son.  He  that  hath  the  Son  hatb 
life^  ver.  ii,  12.  They  had  the  Son  as  the  objeft  of  their 
faith.    They  were  united  to  him,  as  Godman.   Theretore, 

they 
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tbey  might  be  aflbred  that  thej  had  eternal  life ;  becaufe 
it  is  fkr  hinif  he  being  eflentiallj  the  fountain  of  life,  and 
thence  infinitelj  fit  to  be  the  repofitory  of  it,  as  Mediator, 
in  conCupience  of  purchafing  it  bj  his  blood.  Thus,  if  we 
allow  the  infpired  apoftle  himCelf  to  declare' hb  defign  in 
writingt  we  may  be  aflured  that  it  was  efpeciaUj  to  efia« 
bUfh  Chriftians  in  the  faith  of  thefe  two  great  dofirines, 
whicfa  Unitarians  have  ftill  denied,  the  Deitj  of  'Chrift, 
and  a  real  Atonement  for  fin,  as  inducting  the  purchafe  of 
eternal  life. 

He  adds ;  And  that  ye  may  believe  on  the  name  of  the  Son 
ff  God,  afligning  this  as  another  reafon  for  writing. 
Tbop^  thej  already  believed,  his  writing  was  not,  in  diis 
refpeft,  vain  labour.  For  as  thej  could  onlj  be  aflured  of 
eternal  fifie,  in  confequence  of*  believing  in  Chrift  as  the 
Som  of  Godf  or  a  divine  Perfon  ;  he  ihews  that  their  con* 
tinned  intereft  in  that  bleffiog  was  infeparablj  connefied 
with  perfeveranoe  in  .this  very  faith.  They  were  flill  to 
rdy  on  the  Son  of  God,  It  was  alfp  his  defign  to  confirm 
their  £uth  in  this  refped.  The  connexion  between  thefe 
two,  that  ye  may  know^  and  that  ye  may  believe^  ihews  thit 
the  degree  of  their  afTurance  as  to  an  intereft  in  eternal 
fife  would  be  in  proportion  to  the  ftrength  of  their  faith 
in  Chrift  as  the  Son  of  Gody  and  reliance  on  him  in  this 
charaAer.  For  the  more  firmly  that  this  great  doftrine  is 
believed  with  the  hearty  the  more  certain  we  are  of  the  fe- 
cnrity  of  onr  foundation  for  eternity.  Therefore,  as  they 
already  confidered  the  Son  of  God  as  Xh€  objeA  of  prajH^ 
he  proceeds  to  urge  the  neceffity  of  aflurance  as  to  the  en- 
joyment of  all  thefe  bkfBngs  q/ked  of  him,  according  to  his 
wiUf  ver.  14,  15.  To  encourage  them  ftill  more  to  perfe- 
vere»,  and  to  make  progre&  in  this  faith,  he  declares  that 
their  prayers  for  eternal  life,  even  in  behalf  of  others, 
^ould  be  heard  and  anfwered  by  Chrift ;  if  thefe  were  the 

fruit 
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fruit  of  confidence  in  him  as  the  Son  of  God,  ver*  x6.  If 
any  man  fee  his  brother  fn  a  Jin  which  is  not  unto  deaih^  he 
JhaU  a/kf  and  hejhcdlgive  him  life  for  them  that  fin  wot  mit9 
death. 

What  he  has  obferved  with  refpeA  to  this  fin,  lemds  him 
to  fpeak  of  that  which  is  unto  death.    Then  he  declares  bis 
own  aflilrance,  and  that  of  his  brethren,  as  to  prefervatiixi 
from  this  fin  ;  their  afliirance  of  a  fpiritual  birth,  as  oppo- 
led  to  the  miferable  ftate  of  the  world ;  and  finally,  return- 
ing to  his  principal  fubje£l,  he  declares  their  afiurance  with 
refpeft  to  the  coming  of  the  Son  of  God  in  our  natore, 
and  an  mtereft  in  him,  compendioufly  exprefGng  the  fub- 
ftance  of  that  doftrine  which  he  has  delivered  concerning 
him,  in  the  preceding  part  of  the  epiftle  ;  ^nd-  we  know 
that  the  Son  of  God  is  come^  *and  hath  given  us  an  underfiaat' 
ing  that  we  may  know  him  thai  is  true  ;  and  we  are  in  him 
tjbat  is  true^  even  in  his  Son  Jefus  Chrift.     IThis  is  the  true 
Godf  and  eternal  life^  ver.  20.  The  firft  expreffion  in  which 
we  have  the  wcnrd  a>arfym%^  true^  feems  to  refer  to  the  Fa- 
ther.    The  fecond  maj  be  underflood  of  the  Son,  as  well 
as  the  lad  propofition  in  the  verfe.     Socinians,  indeed,  ap- 
ply the  whole  to  the  Father.    They  plead  that  the  pofition 
of  the  article  before  the  words  true  God^  fhews  that  he  b 
meant  to  whom  the  name  moil  perfedly  belongs  *.     Bnt 
that  this  name  does  not  as  perftdly  belong  to  the  Son  as  to 
the  Father,  they  have  jct  to  prove.     It  is  well  known, 
however,  thai  the  ufe  of  the  article,  in  conjundion  with 
the  word  0£o$  Go//,  is  no  certain  argument.     It  is  fome« 
times  thus  ufed  to  denote  the  falfe  deities  of  the  heathen, 
Afts  vii.  43.  xiv.  II,  \Sc.    Sometimes,  the  true   God  is 
mentioned  without  the  article,  Matt.  iv.  4.  v.  9.    Some- 
times, the  name  is  given  to  Chrift  with  the  article,  Tit.  ii. 

*  Volhel.  lib.  v.  c.  10. 
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13.  Heb.  !•  8.  Socinus  himfelf  acknowledgers  that  Au  rule 
is  not  univer&l  in  the  Greek  language. 

Here  we  have  the  demonftrative  pronoun  m^  this  ;  the 
prqper  ufe  of  which  is  to  point  out  what  is  prefent,  either 
to  the  fenCes,  or  to  the  mind.  It  does  not,  indeed,  invari- 
ably reCer-  to  what  is  laft  mentioned,  but  fometimes  to  the 
principal  fubjeft  of  difcourfe.  But  when  the  principal  fub- 
jed  is  that  laft  mentioned,  there  can  be  no  doubt  as  to  the 
rcfertrnce  of  the  demonftrative.  Now,  Chrift  is  not  only 
die  fubjefi  immediately  mentioned,  but  that  of  the  whole 
cpiftle*. 

The  Socinian  view  charges  the  apoftle  with  the  moft  mi- 
aeaniDg  tautology.  For  he  is  not  only  fuppofed  to  give 
the  Father  the  denomination  of  true  in  the  two  preceding 
claotei»  but  to  repeat  it  a  third  time.  As  the  truth  of  his 
deity  is  laid  to  be  ftill  meant,  the  third  declaration  muft  be 
<gnivalent  to  an  alTertion,  that  '^  the  true  God  is  the  true 
**  God**'  For  mof  always  refpeds  its  fubjed  according  to 
ibe  deibription  preceding. 

Bot  Socinians  not  only  attempt  to  tear  away  the  demon- 
flrative  from  its  proper  and  natural  fubjed,  but  entirely  to 
diange  the  fenfe  of  the  prepofition  sv.  They  cannot  refufe 
that  thcfe  words,  **  We  are  in  him  that  is  true,"  are  pro- 
perly tranflated.  But  becaufe  the  Saviour  hath  too  much 
honour,  if  the  fame  prepofition  bear  this  fenfe  in  the  fol- 
lowing claufe,  they  contend  that  it  (hould  be  rendered  by  ; 
as  fignifying  that  we  are  united  to  the  true  God  by  his 
Soo  f .  This  prepofition  is  ufed,  in  the  New  Teftament, 
in  the  fenfe  of  ita  hy^  in  two  or  three  places.  But  it  never 
oecors  in  two  ditiferent  fenfes  in  the  fame  pafiTage  ;  and  as 
fax  as  we  can  obferve,  it  is  never  ufed  in  this  fenfe  by  John. 
It  would  certainly  have  been  the  moft  improper  occafion 

he 
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ipo  0/ tht  Defign  of  the  BooklL 

be  could  h«ve  cliofien  £ar  ufing  at  term,  wluch  coold  not  cs- 
prefs'his  meaningy  onleis  its  ordinary  and  pn^er  fcnfe  hoc 
rejededy  when  gnaidiag  thofe  to  whom  he  wrote  agiinft 
idobUTy,  and  according  to  Soctnians,  ezdofirely  a&ctiag 
the  deity  of  the  Father.  For,  if  here  underftood  in  its  ni^ 
tural  (enfe,  it  certainly  denotes  that  belieTeis  are  in  die 
S0O9  in  the  (ame  refpeds  in.  which  they  are  in  the  Fadier. 

But  as  they  cannot,  by  all  dieir  attempts  on  this  pafigt 
itielf^  fnffidently  ofaicare  the  evidence  ariiing  £rom  it,  di^ 
find  it  neoeflary  to  call  in  another,  as  an  amdliazy,  Tim 
Dr  P.  lays  that  this  language  ^  mzj  be  confidered  as  an  alhi- 
^  fion  to  the  words  of  Chrift  addrefled  to  the  Father,  and  xe- 
^  corded  by  this  verj  apoftk,  John  zviL  3.  Ttisislifr  ftm* 
**  naltbat  tbey  might  kmnv  tieeftbe  only  trtte  God^  amij^ 
^  Cbrifiy  whom  tbou  baftfent  V  Thisexc^tion  bath  beea 
often  anfwered.  But  our  author  does  not  take  tbe  kaft  no* 
'  tice  of  any*thing  that  has  been  dffisred  in  reply. 

The  'Very  icripture  introduced  to  prove  the  fTcTnikMi  of 
*  Jefiis  from  the  charafter  here  given  him>  defeats  the  dcSBga 
of  its  introdu^on.  For  it  (hews  that  eternal  Kfe  does  not 
confift  in  the  knowledge  of  the  Father  only.  Therefare, 
thisi  as  a  perfonal  defignation,  cannot,  in  the  epiftle,  be 
meant  exclufivelj  of  him.  Socinus  himfelf  was  fenfible  of 
this.     Therefore  he  applies  it  to  the  Son  f. 

It  is  alio  evident,  from  the  handle  now  made  of  this  tezt, 
that  Socinians  have  changed  their  ideas  of  Deity.  For  the 
Polifh  divines,  while  they  faid  that  the  true  God  was  here 
oppoied  to  idols,  acknowledged  that  Chrift  was  a  trucj  and 
not  an  imaginary  .Grod  %.  According  to  this  doArine,  there 
muft  either  be  more  true  Gods  than  one  \  or  Chrift  muft  be 

one 

•  Ibid.  p.  33.  f  RefpdDS.  ad  Bujek.  cip.  8. 

X  Non  diffitemur  quidem,  Chriftum  veratn  et  nequaqaam  imaginariiiai 
Denm  eflc.  Volkel.  1.  5.  c.  10.  p.  413.  ap.  Hoorobeck  Socin.  Gonfiit. 
Yol.  ii.  p.  86.  3 
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one  with  the  Father.  But  their  fuccefibrs  deny  the  Deity 
of  the  Son  in  every  ienie  of  the  word.  What,  then,  can 
we  think  of  a  faith  that  changes  the  Very  object  of  worihip 
in  the  coiirie  of  a  century  or  two  ? 

Dr  P.  adds :  ^  Without  this  interpretation,  thefe  two 
^  texts  would  flatly  contradift  one  another ;  for  how  can 
'*  the  Father  be  tb€  only  true  Godj  if  the  Son  be  true  God 
**  alio  *?'*  But  even  fuppofing  that  Jdin  refers  to  the  Son« 
be  does  not  ft>eak  of  a  true  God  difEsrent  firom  him  whoaa 
Jefiia  addrelTes  in  this  charader ;  but  of  him  who  is  eilea- 
tially  the  Cune.    For  our  Lord  fays ;  I  am  not  alone  ;  but  I 
and  tie  Father  tiat  fent  mt^  John  viiL  16.   He  thai  hatbfeen 
me,  hath  feen  the  Father.     Believe  me^  that  I  am  in  tht 
Father^  and  the  Father  in  me^  chap.  xiv.  9.  ii.     It  is  evi- 
dent diat  our  I^rd,  in  his  interceflbry  prayer,  does  not  con« 
tiaft  bimfelf  with  the  Father,  as  if  he  had  no  claim  totthe 
charaflsr  of  the  only  true  God.    For  by  the  (ame  rule  of 
interpretation,  it  might  be  denied  that  the  Father  is  oomi- 
tdent,  becaufe  it  is  £ud  that  the  Son  had  a  nam€  that  no  one 
Imw  ha  he  himfelfy  Rev.  xiz.  1 2. 

It  muil  alfo  be  oblerved  that  the  chara6ter  only  does  not 

belong  to  the  fubjpd  ihee^  but  to  the  predicate  true-  God. 

For  the  article  rov  precedes  /xovov,  diftinguiihing  the  fubjed 

from  the  predicate.     Thus  the  exprefGon  does  not  fignify 

dut  the  Father  only  is  the  true  God^  but  that  the  Father  is 

the  only  true  God;  not  as  oppofed  to  the  Son,  but  to  all 

£dfe  deities  f .     But  it  deierves  our  attention,  that  the  S' :ci- 

aians,  in  all  their  cavils  at  particular  pafTages,  as  underftood 

of  the  deity  of  Chrift,  proceed  on  a  petitio  frincipii^  by  ftill 

tdung  it  i'iX  granted  that  there  cannot  be  a  plurality  of 

per&Qs,  without  a  plurality  of  gods.     Thence  they  alTunie 

it  as  onqueflionable,  that  the  Son  cannot  be  called  the  only 

true  Godi  without  denying  this  charaAer  to  the  Father. 

But 

^  Fim.  Ulii&r.  ibid.  f  Vid.  Lampe  in  lor. 
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But  even  according  to  theijc  own  expofidon  of  the  Ian- 
gnage  of  John,  thej  leave  too  much  to  Chrifly  for  a  mere 
man ;  when  the  j  grant  that  he  gives  an  under/landing  that 
we  may  know  bim  thai  is  true.  For  this  does  not  merely, 
or  even  principally,  fignify  a  communication  of  the  out- 
ward means  of  light ;  hut  of  real  internal  light.  For  this 
19  oppofed  to  the  underitending  as  darkened^  Eph.  iv.  18. 
where  the  fame  word  (iiavoia)  is  ufed.  It  b  diftind  firom, 
and  fuhfequent  to,  the  work  of  the  Spirit,  as  giving  out- 
ward revelation,  Eph.  i.  18.  For  how  great  foever  the 
light ^  without  this  the  darinefs  will  not  comprehend  it^  Jdm, 
L  5.  God  alone  can  give  this  undkrjlanding^  Eph.  i.  18,  19. 
Heh.  viii.  10.  x.  i6.  It  is  God  who  commanded  the  light  to 
Jhine  out  of  darknefsy  who /hines  in  our  hearts f  2  Cor.  iv.  6* 

Thej  alfo  grant  that  Jefus  gives  eternal  life,  according  to 
John  xvii.  3.  If  fo,  he  gives  God  himfelf.  For  the  true 
Go^is  eternal  life.  But  can  a  mere  creature  have  the  true 
God  at  his  difpoial  ? 

But  however  inconfiflent  Unitarians  are,  we  maj  he 
affured  that  the  infpired  writer  is  conliftent  with  himfelf. 
Dr  P.  cannot  refufe  that,  in  his  introdudion,  he  gives  the  cha- 
rafter,  Eternal  Life,  to  the  Son.  And  (hall  we  fuppofe  that 
he  robs  him  of  it,  in  the  conclufion.  This  would,  indeed, 
be  a  ftriking  inftance  of  the  art  of  finking.  But  the  apo- 
ftle  carries  his  original  idea  through  the  epiftle.  Thus  he 
feys,  chap.  ii.  13.  /  write  unto you^  father s,  hecaufe  ye  have 
inown  him  that  is  from  the  Beginning.  He  repeats  the  fame 
great  truth,  ver.  14.  to  imprefs  it  more  deeply.  There  can 
be  no  doubt  that  he  alludes  to  what  he  had  faid  in  his  in* 
troduflion.  For  he  adds  another  character  which  he  had 
there  given  of  the  fame  glorious  Perfon;  /  have  written 
unto  you f  young  men^  becaufe  ye  are  flrongy  and  the  Logos  of 
God  abideth  in  you.  In  ver.  20.  he  calls  him  the  Holy  One* 
But  this  is  a  peculiar  defignation  of  the  true  God.     In  chap. 

•  •  a 

Ul. 
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liL  24.  he  ihews  that  the  Son  of  God  abidetb  in  him  that  keep- 
etb  bis  commandments^  and  that  it  belongs  to  him  to  give  the 
Spirit. 

The  apoftle  concludes  his  epiftle  with  thefe  words.  Little 
cbildren^  keep  yourfelves  from  idols.  As  tbe  true  God  is  here 
oppo&d  to  idols  J  it  hath  been  objeded  that  ^'  we  have  no 
**  inflance  of  this  with  refpeft  to  Chrift."  T*hoagh  this 
were  true,  it  would  not  prove  that  he  is  not  God.  But  the 
aiTertion  is  contrary  to  £ai£t.  For  in  i  Cor.  viii.  6.  he  is 
oppofed,  equally  with  the  Father,  to  idols  :  To  us  there  is 
but  one  God  tbe  Fatber^ — and  one  Lord  ye/us  Cbrift.  Here 
the  apofUe  is  dire&lj  treating  of  falfe  gods.  Thele  words,  ' 
Heb.  i.  6.  Let  all  tbe  angels  of  God  wor/bip  bim^  are  gene- 
rally fuppofed  to  be  taken  from  PiaL  xcvii.  7.  Worjhip  him 
all  ye  gods.  There,  the  objed  of  worihip  is  direftly  op- 
po&d to  gtaven  images  and  idols. 

It  items  to  be  generally  thought  that  Cerinthus  Was  co- 
temporary  with  the  apofUes.     Theodoret  has  aiTerted  that 
this  heretic  urged  the  worihip  of  angeb  *  :  and  it  has  beeti 
inppofed  that  Paul  oppofes  his  dodrine.  Col.  ii.  18.     Mo- 
flieim  (ays  that  Cerinthus  required  of  his  followers,  that 
they  fliould  worihip  the  Supreme  God  in  conjun6tion  with 
the  Son  f .     He  does  not  give  his  authority  for  this  aflertion. 
Bat  it  is  probable,  &om  what  has  been  afcribed  to  this  heretic, 
with  refpeft  to  the  worihip  of  angels.     As  he  undoubtedly 
confidered  the  Son  as  inferior  to  the  Father,  John  might  add 
this  exhortation,  becaufe  thofe  who  worihipped  Chriil,  but  not 
as  God  fupreme,  really  made  him  an  idol.     By  connefting 
this  e:(hortation  with  a  declaration   of  the  true   Deity  of 
Chrift,  he  ihews  that  he  is  the  objed  of  worihip  on  this 
foundation  only.     In  this  view,  his  exhortation  leemj  far 
more   natiural,   than  when  underilood   as  directed  agaiiiil 
sdol-worihip  in  general,  or  againil  the  Nicolaita -s,  *who  ur- 
VoL.  I.  N  ged 

*  Comment,  in  £pUt  Paulin.  p.  355.  ap.  Ittig.  de  Hseref.  p.  5X 
t   UUt  Cent.  I.  part  U.  c.  5.  vol.  i.  p.  145. 
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ged  the  eatmg  of  idolothjtes*  For  he  does  not  onoe  refinr  to 
ettfaer  of  thefe  in  the  preceding  part  of  the  epiftle. 

I  (hall  onlj  add,  that  I  am  much  inclined  to  think  that 
the  apoffle,  in  the  ofe  of  the  word  eo^lkni  true^  ver.  20.  pri- 
marilj  refiers  to  the  truth  <nr  fcathfuUufi  of  Grod,  as  bearing 
wxtnels  concerning  his  Son.    It  cannot  be  refiifed  diata 
confideiabk  part  of  the  chapter  relates  to  this.     The  ape- 
filcy  when  fpeaking  of  the  teftimon  j  of  the  Spirit,  ver.  6. 
had  aflerted  that  he  is  tovbaa  truth.     He  had  fpoken  of  tkt 
wttmfs  of  God  as  greater  than  that  of  man,  ver.  9.  and  de- 
clared the  heinous  iniquitj  of  thoie  who  rrjed  it,  ver.  10. 
He  that  beUeveth  mot  God  hath  made  him  a  Uar*     He  had 
particularly  declared  the  great  iiibjed  of  this  teftimony, 
ver.  1 1 .   This  is  the  record^  that  Cod  hath  given  to  us  eterual 
iifef  and  this  life  is  in  his  Son.  As  iif  ver.  20.  he  fpeaks  of  the 
Son  as  eternal  life^  it  is  very  natural  to  think  that  he  woidd 
allude  to  his  atteftation  in  this  charaSer.    This  verfi^  in- 
deed, feems  to  be  a  compcnd  of  all  that  he  has  laid  direfiiy 
on  the  fubjeft,  from  the  fifth  verfe  downward;  of  the  com* 
ing  of  the  Son  of  God,  ver.  5,  6.  of  the  veracity  of  God 
the  Father  as  a  witnefs,  ver.  9 — 11.  of  the  union  of  be- 
lievers to  Chrift,  ver.  12.  of  his  Deity j  as  he  is  the  objeS 
of  faith  and  of  prayer,  ver.  13. — 13.  and  of  eternal  life  as 
in  him,  and  difpenfed  by  him,  ver.  11,  12,  13.  16.     Thns, 
the  apoftle  (hews  whence  feme  believe  the  divine  record, 
while  others  rejeS  it,  making  God  a  liar.    The  Son  hath  given 
them  an  underflanding  that  they  may  know  him  that  is  true^ 
that  is,  that  they  may  know  God  zs  faithful.     By  this  gift, 
he  imites  th^jn  to  himfelf^  as  infinitely  worthy  of  their  trofi. 
And  we  are  in  him  that  is  truey  in  his  Son  Jefus  Chrijl.    The 
chara^r  o^yifitvo;  true^  is  familiar  with  this  infpired  writer, 
as  denoting  the  Son.     It  occiu^  in  the  £une  form  as  here, 
without  any  fubftantive.  Rev.  iii.  7.  He  that  is  true;  and 
chap.  xix.  II.  He  is  called  faithful  and  true  ;  and  he  is  fo 

called 
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caJkd  as  ?2f  Word  of  Godj  ver.  13.  The  apofile,  having 
afcribed  to  the  Son  that  trutb  which,  in  this  place,  is  evidently 
appropriated  to  God  as  an  efTential  perfedion,  makes  a  na- 
tural tranfition  to  the  tmiverfal  trutb  of  his  eiTenoe  as  God. 
He  does  not  change,  his^  idea.  He  only  extends  it.  For 
the  veracity  of  God  in  a  foederal  chara&er  flows  from  the 
truth  of  his  elTence.  It  is  becauiie  he  is  God,  that  he  changes 
noif  that  he  cannot  lie.  The  fecarity  of  thofe  who  are  in 
the  Son,  with  refped  to  eternal  life^  is  at  die  fame  time  de- 
clared*    This  is  the  true  God,  and  eternal  life. 

This  view  of  the  pafTage  afibrds  a  (Irong  collateral  proof 
of  die  authenticity  of  die  feventh  verfe.  For  the  veracity 
of  the  Spirit,  as  a  witneis,  having  beeli  already  declared, 
we  have  here  a  declaration  of  the  veracity  of  die  Father, 
and  of  die  Word.  Thus,  we  have  a  pardcnlar  atteftadon 
of  die  fiuthfiibefs  of  each  of  the  T[hree  that  bear  record  in 
bemven. 


CHAP.     HI. 

Additional  Evidence^  from  the  New   7ejlament^  of  Cbrijl 
being  tbe  Logos. 

AS  a ^ proof  of  die  juftnels  of  that  view  which  has 
been  given  of  the  term  Logos j  it  may  not  be  improper 
to  mendon  fome  other  paflages  of  the  New  Teftament,  in 
which  it  cvidendy  occurs  in  the  fame  fenfe.  John,  un- 
doubtedly, had  a  peculiar  pleafure  in  the  ufe  of  this  term. 
For,  not  to  mention  fome  odier  places,  where,  as  fome- 
spprdiend,  he  ufes  it  as  a  perfonal  charafter,  there  is  one, 
the  application  of  which  adverfSmes  themfelves  cannot  deny. 
TKs  is  Rev.  six.  la,  13. 

J^  ^  They 
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Thej  coniider  it  as  an  eafy  matter  to  undexfland  die 
meaning  of  this  name.  Bat  tiie  Spirit  of  Grod  certaiolj 
leaves  it  as  a  mjilery .  He  had  a  name  writtem  that  mo  oiu 
huw  but  he  him/elf.  Is  this  name  unknown  as  to  the  very 
ezprcffion  ?  It  will  not  be  laid  that  this  is  meant.  For  die 
divine  exprefles  it  in  the  next'verfe.  His  name  is  called^  The 
Word  of  God  How,  then,  is  it  unknown?  Undoabtedlj, 
as  to  its  full  import,  and  the  mjfterj  contained  in  it.  For 
it  may  be  underflood  as  referring  to  his  ine&ble  generatiaB, 
to  his  being  in  the  Father,  and  alio  to  his  oflBcial  chanuSer, 
as  he  is  both  the  Father's  Counfellor,  and  his  interpreter.  la 
whichfoever  of  thefe  lights  it  be  viewed,  it  exceeds  op 
comprehenfion.  There  feems  to  be  an  allnfion  to  the  leplj 
given  by  this  iUnftrions  Perfon  to  Manoah;  Whereon 
a/kejl  thou  after  my  Name^  fteing  it  is  wonderful  f  Jndg. 
xiiL  18.  Some  apprehend  that  there  is  alfo  a  reference 
to  the  words  of  Agar,  Prov.  zxx.  4.  What  is  his  NauUf 
and  what  is  his  Son*s  Name^  if  thou  canjl  tell^  /  Socinians, 
indeed,  evidently  think  far  more  of  their  wifdom,  than 
Agur  did  of  his.  For  they  are  not  at  a  lois  to  tell  the 
full  import  of  the  Name  of  the  Son  and  Word  of  God. 

It  defervcs  our  notice,  however,  that  Dr  P.  in  another 
work,  makes  the  following  acknowledgment :  "  The  rca- 
"  fon  why  John  calls  Chriil  the  Word  of  Cody  was  probaUy 
^^  his  feeing  that  name  or  title  written  upon  his  thigh,  in 
"  the  Revelation,  which  is  fuppofed  to  have  been  written 
"  before  his  Cxofpel  t-"  He  is  here  fpeaking  of  the  intro- 
du6Uon  to  the  Gofpel.  When  thefe  iUuflrations  were  pa- 
blifhed,  he  preferred  the  other  fenfe  of  the  term  Logos^  as 
denoting  an  attribute.  But  he  was  not  fo  fully  latisfied 
that  it  could  bear  this  fenfe  only.  Elfe,  why  did  he  give  a 
reafon,  which  appeared  to  him  probahhy  for  its  being  ufed 
as  a  perfonal  charader  ?  He  alfo  fays,  *'  Chrift  being  called 

^'the 

•  Vid.  Vitring.  in  Apoc.  xix.  i2.        \  Famil.  Illuftr.  p.  32. 
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**  the  Word  g/"  Gody  on  account  of  his  being  in  a  more  cmi- 
^  nent  nuuiner  commiflioned  to  declare  the  will  of  God, 
•♦  they  ((bme  Chriftians  in  John's  time)  imagined  that  he 
'*  was  meant  in  many  paflages  of  the  Old  Teftament,  in 
•*  which  mention  is  made  of  the  Word  of  God*'  For  he 
acknowledges,  that  it  is  "an  opinion  which  b  known  to 
^  have  prevailed  in  his  time,  that  the  Spirit  which  anmated 
^  Chrift,  having  pre-exifled,  was  that  Being  who  formed  this 
«  world  ♦." 

Here  are  feveral  important  conceflions  :  Firft,  that  it  was 
an  opinion  which  prevailed  in  the  time  of  John,  that  Chrift 
pre-ezifted  :  Secondly,  that  thoie  who  embraced  this  opinion 
believed  that,  in  many  paflages'  of  the  Old  Teftament,  he 
was  called  the  Word:  Thirdly,  that  he  certainly  bears  this 
name  in  the  New  Teftament :  and  that  John  gave  him  this 
name,  probably  becaufe  he,  in  the  Revelation,  law  it  written 
on  his  ddgh.  Now  did  we  ufe  the  fame  freedom  with  pro* 
baiiUt/f  which  our  author  often  fioes,  we  would  deduce  iraia 
h  certain  conclufions.  And  it  would  naturally  occur  \  Firft, 
that  the  ufe  of  this  term  by  John,  as  a  perfonal  character,  was 
a  confirmation  of  that  prevailing  opinion  ;  Secondly,  that  he 
would  u£e  it  in  no  other  fenfe  than  that  in  which  it  Was  re- 
vealed to  him,  as  fuftained  by  his  Lord,  that  is,  as  a  per- 
fboal  name. 

The  Doflx>r  however  fays  *,  "  In  contradiftin^on  to  all 
"  this,  the  apoftl^  here  aflerts,  that  by  the  Word  of  God^ 
*<  we  are  not  to  underftand  any  Being  difiind  from  God/' 
What  believer  in  the  Trinity  ever  fuppofed  this?  7be 
dream  be  to  tbem  that  hate  our  Lord,  and  the  interpretation 
to  bis  enemies  !  But  Socinians  ftill  falfely  aftunle,  that  a  dif- 
dnfiion  of  perfons  neceftarily  implies  a  diverfity  of  being. 
With  them^  this  is  equivalent  to  the  idea  of  a  perfon  diiiinA 
from  the  Father.  But  if  it  was  John's  defign  to  fliew  that 
the  Word  was  only  an  attribute,  there  was  not  merely  a 

N  3  contra- 

*  Ibid.  p.  31. 
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cmiradiftinRum  to  that  **  (qiinioa  which  is  known  to  hste 
**^  prevailed,'*  but  a  coniradi£iio»  to  that  RevelatiaQ  with 
which  he  was  himfelf  fevoured.  If  the  Revelation  wis 
written  before  the  Gofpel,  how  did  that  which  was  a  Peribo, 
when  the  former  was  penned,  dwindle  into  a  mere  attxibote 
before  the  date  of  the  latter  ? 

But  John  is  not  the  only  infpired  writer,  in  the  New 
Teflament,  who  gives  this  name  to  Chrift.  Luke  fpeaks  of 
thofe  who  from  the  beginning  were  eye-witnejfes^  and  mid- 
Jters  of  the  Wordy  chap.  i.  2.  In  calling  them  eye-wkmijfeif 
he  has  evidently  the  fame  meaning  as  John,  when  he  fiijS} 
That  wind  we  have  feen  with  our  eyes^  which  we  have  AmI- 
ed  upon^ — of  the  Ward  of  life ^  &c.  i  Epifl.  i.  i.  How 
could  thej  be  eye-witnejfes  of  the  Word,  or  look  upom  it,  m 
preached  ?  T3ie  term  mm^BTMy  rendered  mini^ers^  neceffioil^ 
fiippoies  a  perfonal  charader  in  conilnidion  with  it ;  accor- 
ding to  its  conftant  ufe  in  the  New  Tefbiment,  referring  to 
the  fuperior  who  is  ferved,  and  not  to  the  thing  about  which 
their  fervice  is  engaged. 

In  this  fenfc  alfo  it  feems  to  be  ufed  by  Paul,  as  his  lan- 
guage is  recorded  by  the  lame  infpired  writer,  Afts  xx.  ja. 
Now,  brethren^  I  commend  you  -to  Godj  and  to  the  Word  ff 
his  grace,  which  is  ab*le  to  build  you  up,  and  to  give  you  an 
inheritance  among  all  them  who  are  fanBified,  Tliis  language 
may  be  viewed  as  denoting  Chrift.  For  he  is  joined  with 
God,  that  is,  the  Father,  in  a  certain  external  operation.  It 
properly  belongs  to  a  Perfon,  to  build  up,  and  to  give  an 
inheritance.  The  ufe  of  the  term  iro^jiri&efiai  favours  this 
fenfe.  It  denotes  the  commitment  or  commendation  of  a 
perfon  or  thing  to  the  care  of  another  ;  as  it  is  ufed,  Luke 
xxiii.  46.  A3s  xiv.  13.  x  Pet.  iv.  19.  llie  Gofpel  is  laid 
to  be  commended  or  committed  to  men,  2  Tim.  ii.  2.  but  no 
where  elfe  are  men  feid  to  be  commended  to  it.  Chrift 
may  well  be  called  the  Word  of  tht  grace  of  God.     For  as 

the  Word  made  fe/hy  he  is  full  of  grace. 

Various 


Ctep.  Ill*  in  the  New  7ejlament.  X99 


reafons  have  been  given  bj  karned  inter  preieis^ 
ftm  underftanding  the  mfpired  writer  to  the  Hebrews  as 
fpeaking  of  Chrift,  under  the  charader  of  the  Word  of  God* 
chap.  iv.  iiy  13.    Thej  have  argued  from  his  aim  in  this 
epiftle,  which  was,  as  far  as  he  lawfully  could,  to  accom- 
modate him£elf  to  the  ideas  and  modes  of  ezpreifion  com- 
maa  amongft  thofe  to  whom  he  wrote.    They  have  alio 
urged  his  fpecial  defign  in  introducing  the  Logos  here,  in 
what  fienle  foever  it  be  underftood.    He  evidently  means  to 
alarm  tfaoie  to  whom  he  addrefles  him&lf,  and,  according  to 
the  general  fcope  of  the  epiftie,  to  illuflrate  the  unfpeakaUe 
danger  of  rejeding  or  departing  from  Jefus  Chrifl,  whom 
be»iadie  preceding  chapter,  calls  the  living  God,    Now^ 
the  propriety  of  introducing  the  charader  under  confidera- 
tion,  appears  from  the  ufe  of  it  elfewhere.    For  Chrift  is 
dius  denominated,  in  relation  to  the  judgments  which  he 
ezecntes  on  the  enemies  of  the  GofpeL    For  when  his  name 
9  declared  to  be  V[he  Word  of  God,  he  appears  clothed  in  a 
vtjlwe  dipped  in  bloody  and  out  of  bis  mouth  goetb  a  Jbarp 
f^vordy  that  with  it  hejhouldfmite  the  nations y  Rev.  xix.  I3. 1 5. 
The  connexion  confirms  this  view.     A  Perfon  is  referred 
to,tver.  13.  Neither  is  there  any  creature  that  is  not  manifejl 
in  his  fight :  but  all  things  are  naked  and  opened  unto  the 
tya  if  him  with  whom  we  have  to  do.     That  the  Perfon  re- 
ferred to  is  Chrift,  appears  from  the  laft  words  of  this  verfe, 
Tpof  or  lyciy  0  xoyo^.     If,  with  fome  tranflators,  we  render  the 
cxpreffion,  of  whom  our  difcourfe  is ;  they  can  be  under- 
ftood  of  him  only.     For  he  is  the  great  fubjeft  of  the  epi- 
ftle.    If,  according  to  our  verfion ;  the  inference  is  the  fame. 
If  we  underiftand  them  as  refpeding  the  prefent  ftate,  they 
QUift  relate  to  him.     For  all  power  is  given  unto  him  in 
beanen^  and  in  earth  ;  and  he  is  the  immediate  objed  of  our 
£dth.    If  we  view  them  as  referring  to  judgment,  and  ren- 
der them,  to  whom  we  mufl  give  an  account,  which  many 
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reckon  the  proper  trsmfladon  •,  ftill  they  peculiarly  refpcft 
him.  For  the  Father  judgeth  no  martj  but  bath  committed 
all  judgment  to  the  Son.  Befides,  the  relative  his  is  clofely 
conneded  with  The  Word  of  God  as  its  antecedent :  and 
it  is  unnatural  to  apply  it  to  any  other.  Thus  the  Word  is 
laid  to  be  a  di/cerner  of  the  thoughts  and  intents  of  tU 
hearty  becaufe  there  is  not  any  creature  that  is  not  manifefi 
in  his  Jight,  The  inference  in  ver.  14.  Seeing^  then^  that  vjt 
have  a  great  High  Priejly  &c.  is  thought  to  confirm  this 
view ;  as  the  argument  would  be  weakened  by  the  intro- 
duSion  of  a  fubjeft  effentially  different. 

The  attributes  of  this  Word  are  ftriftly  applicable  to  Chrifl. 
It  is  fujv,  living.  This  cannot  properly  be  faid  of  the  word 
of  revelation  itfelf,  which  is  only  the  mean  of  the  cpmnumi- 
cation  of  life.  But  Jefus  claims  this  charader>  /  am^  0  {m^ 
the  liv  ng  One^  Rev.  i.  18.  He  is  the  Word  of  life^  ijohn 
i.  I.  a  charafter  which  Dr  P.  himfelf  can  apply  to  no  other. 
We  have  feen  that  no  other  can  be  meant,  when  it  is  laid 
In  ^nm  was  life. 

This  Word  is  6Vf/?7>ij,  powerful.  The  expreflion  unqucflion- 
ably  applies  with  far  more  propriety  to  the  fource  of  divine 
energy,  than  to  the  mere  inllrument  of  its  conveyance. 
The  fame  Word  is  fharper,  or  more  penetrating  than  any 
two-edged  [word.  It  has  been  feen  that  this  very  idea  is 
introduced  in  the  defcription  of  him  whofe  name  is  called^ 
T^r  Word  of  Gody  Rev.  xix.  13.  15.  Out  of  his  mouth goeth 
a  Jharp  fword.  Nay,  Chrift  appropriates  this  charader  to 
himfelf,  Ifa.  xlix.  2.  He  hath  made  my  mouth  Ukr  a  Jharp 
Jwordy  and  made  me  a  polijhcd  Jhaft.  This  Word  is  a  dif- 
cerner  of  the  thoughts^  Sec.  Tliis  is  ellewhcre  expreisly 
afferted  of  Chrifl.  He  knew  what  was  in  man.  He  declares 
concerning  himfelf;  All  the  churches  Jball  know  that  1  am 
he  who  fear cheth  the  reins  and  heart Sy  Rev,  ii,  23  *. 

CHAP. 
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^e  Dmaity  of  Cbrijl  proved  from  the  three  firfl  Gofpeh. 

#^  UR  author,  in  his  hifiorical  works,  gives  himfelf  no 
^^  trouble  with  the  multiplied  proofe  of  the  Divinity  of 
our  Saviour,  produced  from  the  Gofpel-hiftorj.  With  a 
fingle  touch  of  his  hefom  of  deJlruSlion^  he  fweeps  them  all 
awajr ;  as  if  no  one  would  ever  dare  to  offer  anj  proofs  of  ' 
this  dofirine  from  the  Gofpels,  or  fo  much  as  look  into  them 
for  this  purpofe,  after  he  has  told  them  that  none  are  to  be 
found  there.  "  Jefus  Chrift,"  he  fays, — ^**  made  no  other  pre- 
^  tenfions,"  than  that  he  was  a  mere  man,  "  referring  all 
**  his  extraordinary  power  to  God  his  Father  :~-and  it  is 
*^  mofl  evident  that  the  apofUes,  and  all  thofe  who  converfed 
*^  with  our  Lord,  before  and  after  his  refurre&ion,  confider- 
^  ed  him  in  no  other  light  than  limply  as  a  man  approved 
**  of  God  by  figns  and  wonders  which  C5od  did  by  him  *." 
— ^^  If  we  look  into  the  Gofpel-hiftory,  we  Ihall  find  that 
*^  all  that  our  Savioiur  himfelf  taught,  or  infinuated,  were 
*'  his  divine  million  in  general,  or  his  being  the  Mefliah  ia 
*^  particular,  with  the  doffaine  of  the  refurredion,  and  that 
^*  of  himfelf  coming  again  to  raife  and  judge  the  world.-— 
•*  He  never  told  the  difciples,  that  he  had  pre-exifled,  or 
'Vthat  he  had  any  thing  to  do  before  he  came  into  the 
"  world  t-"  Again  he  fays,  "  If  we  look  into  the  Gofpels 
'^  and  the  book  of  A3s,  we  ihall  find  that  thofe  fublimt 
**  doSirines  (of  the  pre-exiflence  and  divinity  of  Chrifl)  as 
'*  they  (the  Fathers)  call  them,  were  not  taught  in  an  early 
**  period;    For  none  of  the  three  firft  Gofpels  make  the 

«  leaft 
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•  leaA  mnifian  of  any  dung  io  die  perfixi  or 
'^  Chxift,  foptrior  to  diofc  of  odier  men  *.** 

The  fiippoled  fiknce  cf  die  diree  firil  Evangidfls,  and 
flf  our  Sairioor  Kimielf^  oo  die  head  of  die  Divine  natme, 
CQoftitiites  die  faondarion  of  two  of  the  ducf  nr j  ii  itf  i 
■rged  bj  Dr  P.  againfi  the  dmniiy  and  pre-txifiaut  ^ 
Cbrijt\. 

We  might  well  be  filled  with  aftonifliment  at  the  andaci- 
tj  of  diefe  adeitioiis,  were  not  admintiaa  itfelf  "*^p?Hr 
of  any  finther  exertioo,  \fith  refped  to  men  who  have 
ilbcady  gone  the  length  of  denying  the  Lord  who  bought 
Ok  But  as  we  are«  not  difpoied  implicidy  to  receive  the 
Dodor's  determinadons,  we  ihaH  inquire,  what  evideDocs 
of  the  divinity  of  Chrift  occur  in  the  teftimonies  given  by 
die  Evangelifts  ?  and  alio  confider  his  own  teftimony  to  diis 
purpotie,  as  recorded  by  them. 

Our  author  efpecially  fixes  on  the  three  firft  Go^els,  as 
not  ^  making  the  Uq/l  metUum  of  any  tbing^  in  the  peribo 
^  or  nature  of  Chrift,  fiiperior  to  thofe  of  other  men  :**  and 
thele,  indeed,  have  not  generally  been  viewed  as  containing 
much  evidence  in  fupport  of  diis  dodrine.  Therefore, 
they  demand  our  particular  attention.  To  avoid  repetition, 
we  ihall  view  them  in  connexion. 

It  is  granted,  diat  the  primary  defign,  bodi  of  our  Lord, 
and  of  .his  minifters,  was  to  prove  his  divine  million,  as  the 
promifed  Mefliah.  This  appears,  not  only  from  his  dif- 
coories,  but  from  the  diilin6t  teiUmcHiies  given  by  the  Evan- 
gclifls.  For,  this  point  being  once  eftabliihed,  true  faith 
would  neceffarily  infer,  thatjefus  was  juft  fuch  a  Saviour  as 
the  prophets  foretold ;  a  divine  Perfon,  Immanuely  Jehovah, 
Jehovah  our  right eoufnefsy  Jehovah -Rop hi,  Jehovah  of 
bojliy  &c.  Widi  no  propriety  could  he  have  been  acknow- 
ledged 

#  Earl.  Opin.  vol.  iii.  p.  138,  139. 
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kdged  as  the  promifed  Meffiah,  had  he  not  iMt)diiced  the 
moft  decifive  evideaces  of  divinity.  For  the  prophets  had 
ufed  fnch  language,  as  to  exclude  every  one,  but  a  divine 
Perfon,  from  any  claim  to  that  charader.  Accordin^y,  the 
very  Hsoiie  circumftances  which  proved  that  he  was  Mef- 
fiah,  inconteftaUy  proved  that  he  was  God  over  ali.  For, 
sdthongh  he  afied  in  concurrence  with  the  Father  and  Spirit, 
he  nevertkeleis  aded  by  his  own  power.  Therefore,  he 
exprelsly  informs  his  hearers  that  he  could  have  no  claim  to 
be  received  as  Mefliah,  unleis  he  performed  works  properly 
divine.  Jdin  x.  37.  i/"  /  do  not  the  works  of-  my  Father^ 
believe  me  noi.  But  befides  thefe  evidences  of  divinity  that 
aiile  from  his  charader  as  Mef&ah,  even  the  three  firft  Gof- 
pels  aflSird  a  variety  of  others,  of  a  diftinfi  nature,  fuffici- 
ent  to  fikdsfy  £uth. 

Jefiis  is  defcribed  as  Immanuel^  or  God  witi  uSf  Mat.  i. 
33.  and  the  Evangelifis  were  not  acquainted  with  fuch  re- 
finement of  fpeech,  as  to  iyppofe  that  this  (hould  mean  a 
mere  man  with  usj  however  remarkably  he  might  be  dir 
ftingoiflied  by  his  holinefs.  Socinians  have  not'yetdif* 
proved  the  authenticity  of  this  paflage  ;  though  their  bat- 
teries have  been  pointed  againft  it  for  many  centuries. 
Dr  P.  himfelf,  in  one  of  his  treatifes,  grants  that  it  is  au- 
thentic ;  though,  fince  the  publication  of  that  work,  he  has 
clearly  renounced  the  doArine  of  the  miraculous  concep- 
tion, ad  having  '*  too  much  the  air  oi  fahUy*  as  '*  an  in« 
**  confident  and  ill-digefted  ftory  *."  But  this  only  veri- 
fies what  is  written  concerning  fome,  that  •  they  wax  worfe 
andworfej  deceiving ^  and  being  deceived  \.  Indeed,  he  makes 
fuch  a  handle  of  the  do6lrine,  while  pretending  to  acknow- 
ledge the  authenticity  of  the  paflage,  that  perhaps  it  was 
the  fiureft  way  to  rejed  it  entirely.  In  hb  Familiar  lUu- 
JlrationSf  fpeaking  of  the  name  Immanuel^  he  lays ;  **  If 

"we 
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^  we  confider  other  inftances  of  names  impofed  by  the  di* 
**  vine  direftion  in  the  fcriptures,  we  ihall  find  that  diey 
*^  do  not  always  ezprefs  any  thing  charafteriftic  of  the  per- 
'^  fon  on  whom  they  are  impofed,  but  that  they  were  in- 
**  tended  to  be  a  memorial  of  fome  divine  promife  or  af« 
*^  furance,  refpeAing  things  of  a  public  or  general  coa- 
''  cem  *."  To  this  purpofe  he  mentions  the  names  of  Ifaiah's 
children  Sbearjajhuh  and  Maber/btilalbq/hbas&^  Ifa.  vii.  3. 
viii.  I.  But  the  Dodor  does  not  refufe  that  the  name 
Itnmanuel  had  fonte  relation  to  the  work  that  Jefos  was  to 
perfxMrm.  Thereforcy  it  was,  at  leaft,  in  fo  far  "  charac- 
^  teriftic  of  the  perfon."  But  this  can  in  no  fenfe  be  fidd 
of  the  other  names  referred  to.  What  was  to  be  dont  by 
HjLt  fons  of  Ifaiah  ?  He  adds ;  "  Of  Jcnifalem  it  is  faid,  nU 
**  is  the  name  wherewith  Jhe  Jhall  be  called^  The  Lord  our 
'<  Righteoufnefs^  (Jer.  xzziii.  16.)"  But  this  is  not  in  point. 
For  the  Dodor  ought  to  know  that  the  literal  tranflation 
of  thefe  words  is,  This  is  he  who  Jhall  call  her^  or,  He^  wha 
JbaU  call  her^  is  the  Lord^  fitc. 

He  further  fays  \  "  In  like  manner  the  divine  Being,  by 
'^appointing  Chriftto  be  called  Emmanuel^  engaged  to 
^'  manifefl  his  own  prefence  with  his  people,  by  protefting 
*^  and  blefling  them,  and  infliding  vengeance  on  their  ene- 
*'  mies  and  opprefTors.  For  this  predidion  was  given  up- 
^'  on  the  occafion  of  an  invafion  hy  the  Ifraelites  and  Sy- 
*^  rians.'*  Had  this  name  been  impofed  upon  any  child 
born  in  that  age,  our  author  might  have  had  fome  realbn 
for  what  he  fays.  But  what  fecurity  could  it  be  to  the 
people  of  Judah,  on  occafion  of  a  prefent  invafion,  that  a 

child 

♦  P.  28.  29.  In  our  progrefs,  we  (ball  frequently  refer  to  this  treatife ; 
Vecaufe  the  Do(flor  himfelf  refers  bis  reader  to  it,  for  *'  the  right  under- 
*'  (landing;  of  ihefe  particular  texts,"  often  barely  mentioned  in  his  hi- 
itory.  It  would  be  ungenerous,  then,  to  deprive  ours  of  fo  fignal  a  bo- 
pent. 


Chap.  IV.  three  firjl  Cofpds.  205 

child  flioald  be  bom  about  dght  hundred  years  afterwards, 
who  (boold  receive  the  name  Immanuel;  if  this  was  all?  ^ 
Had  our  author  been  expofed  to  fnch  imminent  danger,  it 
may  be  prefumed  that  he  would  have  reckoned  this  very 
poor  confblation.  He  makes  the.^11  to  lie  in  God's  *'  ap* 
*'  pointing  Chrift  to  be  called  Immanuel**  But  neither  in 
the  pn^becy,  nor  in  the  gofpelhiftory,  have  we  the  ex- 
prels  appointment  of  this  name  ;  but  only  a  predi£iion  of 
this  as  the  event.  Therefore,  the  iign  did  not  confift  in 
the  appointment  of  the  name ;  nor  even  principally  in  the 
n^une  itfelf ;  but  in  the  miraculous  circumflance  of  a  vir- 
gin bearing  a  fon,  and  in  his  really  being  what  the  name 
denoted. 

The  truth  of  this  appears  from  various  confiderations. 
The  danger  was  fo  imminehtf  that  extraordinary  (ecurity 
was  requifite.  Judah  feems  to  have  been,  at  this  time, 
threatened  with  a  total  deilrudion.  But  the  mere  appoint- 
ment of  a  fignificative  name,  our  authqr  himfelf  being 
judge,  would  have  been  nothing  uncommon.  The  manner 
in  which  the  fign  was  offered,  (hews  that  it  was  to  be  of  a 
miraculous  kind  :  Ajk  thee  ajign  of  the  Lord  thy  God;  a/k 
it  either  in  the  depths  or  in  the  height  above^  Ifa.  vii.  ii. 
Thb  does  not  imply  a  verbal,  but  a  real  fign.  That  which 
is  promifed,  is  made  to  confift  in  the  two  things  already 
mentioned :  A  Virgin  Jhali  conceive^  and  bear  a  Son^  and 
JbaU  call  his  name  Immai^ u£l.  it  is  introduced  with  a  note 
of  wonder  ;  Behold!  God  claims  the  work  as  peculiarly 
his  own  ;  Jehovah  himfelf  Jhall  give  you  aJign.  This  lan- 
guage undoubtedly  fignifies,  that  the  very  giving  of  this 
fign  (hould  be  a  fpeciai  and  extraordinary  difplay  of  divine 
grace  and  power.  But  all  thefe  things  the  Do&or  finds  it 
moft  expedient  to  pafs  over  in  filence. 

As  the  promife  of  this  fign  was  to  be  the  great  fupport  of 
the  faith  of  believers,  till  it  (hould  be  fulfilled  -,  as  it  was  of 

'     ^  itfelf 
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.itfelf  of  fuch  a  nature  as  to  feem  incredible ;  it  would  ap- 
pear that  God  gave  them  an  inferior  and  earthly  fign,  ia 
fubferviency  to  the  other,  for  fupporting  their  faith  in  die 
mean  time,  and  encouraging  them  confidently  to  expeft  the 
accomplifliment  of  the  predifiion.  For  ver.  x6.  feems  to 
refer  to  Shearjajbub  :  Before  this  cbUd  Jball  know  to  r^ufi 
the  evil  J  andcboofe  the  good,  the  land  that  tbou  abhorrejl  fieU 
beforejaken  of  botb  ber  kings.  We  cannot,  otherwife,  per- 
ceive any  reafon  why  Kaiah  was  commanded  by  God  to 
tsAx  his  fon  with  him,  a  mere  child,  when  gmng  to  meet 
Ahaz.  The  event  alfo  verifies  this  view.  For  both  Pd- 
kah  and  Rexin  were  flain  within  two  years  after  this  de- 
claration *. 

That  the  name  Immanuel  is  ftridly  perfonal,  appean 
firom  that  beautiful  apoftrophe  made  by  Jehovaa  to  him 
who  ihould  be  thus  denominated  :  *Tbe  Lordjpaii  aifo  mnh 
me,  faying,  Tl>ejlretcbing  out  of  bis  wings  (the  armies  of  Ae 
king  of  AtfyviA)  JbaH  fU  tbe  breadtb  of  tby  land,  0  hh 
fManuel\.  Nay,  as  God's  fpecial  intention  in  annoondng 
this  extraordinarj^  fign,  was  to  aiTure  his  church  that  die 
fpiritual  deliverance  (he  ihould  receive  from  him  at  a  fotore 
epoch,  was  her  great  fecurity  as  to  a  prefent  temporal  deli* 
verance  ;  believers,  in  that  age,  evidently  confidered  it  in 
this  light.  Therefore  we  find  them  triumphantly  bidding 
defiance  to  the  hoftile  nations  that  were  leagued  for  their 
deftmftion  :  Affociate yourfehes,  0 ye  people,  andyefbaUU 
broken  in  pieces  i-^for  God  is  witb  us  *.  It  would  be  vain  to 
fay,  that  they  refer  to  him  only  who  had  given  them  the 
fign.  For  their  language  clearly  refpeds  that  Deliverer 
who  was  the  fign  promifed.  By  fadth  they  realife  it  as  pre- 
fent. They  view  the  illuftrious  Perfonage  referred  to  as 
already  in  the  midft  of  them.  And  well  might  they  do  fo. 
For  he  it  was,  who  had  KUlfaved  tbem,  who  bare  ibem,  and 

carried 
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carrud  tbem  all  the  days  of  old.  They  ^4ew  him  as  thcL 
Lord  of  Hofbt  who  was  to  be  fan&ijui  in  their  hearts  z 
and  this  Lord  of  HoRs  is  that  very  Immanuel  who  ihould  k 
for  ajlmu  offiumhUng^  ver.  13,  14.  i  Pet.  ii.  8. 

That  this  is  properly  a  perfonal  charafter,  f ardier  appeacs 
from  the  ooonezion  dated  by  the  Evangelift  betweea  it  aad 
the  name  Jefus^  Mat.  i.  2 1.  23.  As  Jofeph  was  commaad- 
ed  to  call  him  who  fhoold  be  bom  ^efus^  we  are  told  that 
all  ibis  was  done,  thai  ii  might  be  ftf (filled  which  :ivas  Jfoim 
fy  the  prophet; — They  Jhall  call  his  name  ImmanueL  We 
are  at  the  fume  time  informed,  that  his  name  was  to  be 
called,  Jefus^  hecauje  hejhouldfave  his  people  from  their Jinu 
•  Therefore,  either  the  name  Immanuel  denotes  the  dignity 
of  the  perfon,  as  qualifying  him  for  the  work  of  ialvatioOy 
or  the  name  Jefus  does  noi  denote  bis  proper  work.  .  The 
niiift  fignify,  that  he  is  truly  God  -with  us\  or  the^hcr 
fignify,  that  he  faves  his  people  from  their  fins*  The 
litter  cannot  be  a  perfonal  charaAef,  niilels  the  formeriw 
fe  toou  For  we  are  exprefsly  aflured,  that  the  name  yejks 
wasuimpofed  upon  him,  by  divine  authority,  to  verify  the 
prophecy  *,  that  is,  as  equivalent  to  the  name  Immamtd^  aad 
as  (hewing  that  he  was  God  with^^is  people^  whom  he  was 
to  Jove. 

Had  the  iign  coniifted  in  Chrifl's  being  ^'  appointed  to  be 
**  called  Immanuel,"  as  the  Dodor  afferts,  undoubtedly  Jo- 
feph, or  Mary,  would  have  been  expreisly  commanded  to 
give  him  this  name.  But  inftead  of  this,  the  angel  (ays  ; 
ThwfbcJi  call  his  name  Jejus.  This  indifputably  proves 
that  the  fign  confided  in  the  n^eaning  of  the  name,  as  flr^&ly 
defcriptive  of  the  perfon.  Is  it  inquired  ;  why  then  is  it 
fiud  in  Ifaiah,  &hefball  call  his  name  Immanuel?  The  event 
ihews  the  import  of  the  expreiSon ;  and  that  a  perfonal  verb 
if  here  ufed  for  an  imperfonal,  which  is,  very  common  in 
Scripmre.  Accordingly,  in  Matthew  we  have  it ;  7bey 
fball  call*    The  DoAor,  indeed,  how  zealous  foever  for  our 

3  tranflatioa 
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tranflation  on  certain  occafionsy  adopts  another  reading  here, 
though  fupported  only  by  one  of  Stephen's  MSS.  and  by 
that  of  Cambridge  *.  But  this  language  merely  fignifies 
^hat  the  perfon  fhould  really  be  ;  as,  in  Scripture,  things 
are  often  faid  to  be  called^  when  the  meaning  is,  that  they 
are<i  or  are  mantfefted  to  be  f.  This  mnft  be  the  fenfe.  Fot 
there  is  a  (hiking  difference  between  thefe  words,  ^hey 
Jhail  call  bis  name  Immanuel,  and  what  follows,  Sbe  called  his 
name  Jefus^  ver.  25.  That  the  name  was  fully  verified  ia 
him,  will  afterwards  appear  %, 

The  Evangelifb  afcribe  to  our  Saviour  knowledge  of  the 
tbougbts  of  men.  This  is  evidently  quite  different  from  that 
difceming  of  fpiritSj  (iCor.  xii.  10.)  which  was  one  of  the 
extraordinary  gifts  conferred  in  the  apoftolic  age.  The  latter 
(eems  to  have  been  confined,  either  to  dodrines,  or  to  pro- 
phetic oracles.  Thofe,  who  pofleffed  this  gift,  had  a  power 
of  judging  whether  thefe  came  from  God  or  the  deviL 
The  apoftles  feem  to  have  ufed  the  term  fpirit^  not  as  de- 
noting'the  ilate,  but  the  dodrine  of  men,  i  John  iv.  i.  This 
view  is  offered  to  Socinians  with  a  good  grace,  as  it  is  that 
of  their  own  Grotius.  It  is  alfo  approved  by  Slichting  ||. 
It  does  not  appear,  that  even  the  apofUes  had  the  gift  of 
knowing  the  flates  of  men.  Though  it  fhould  be  urged 
that  we  are  to  imderftand  the  difceming  of  fpiritSy  as  in- 
cluding this,  it  cannot  be  pretended  that  they  had  this  pow- 
er conftantly.  They  often  admitted  thofe  as  believers, 
whom  they  afterwards  difcovered  to  be  hypocrites.  Thus 
did  Peter  percei'vcy  that  Simon,  who  formerly  feemed  to 
bc;lieve,  was  in  the  gall  of  bitternefs^  Adls  viii.  23.  But 
however  this  gift  fhould  be  explained,  it  is  no  where  laid  in 
the  New  Teflament,  tliat  any  of  the  followers  of  Jefiis 

k^ew 

♦  Vid.  Pfeifferi  Opcr.   Hebraic,  ct  Exotic.  N.  T.  loc.  1.  Pfaffii  Vif. 
Le<ft.  cap.  1.  p.  105.     Vitring.  in  Ifa.  viL  14. 
t  Whitby  in  loc.        \  Vid.  Fearfooonthe  Creed,  art.  1.  p.  129..130. 
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knew  the  tbeu^ts  of  men.  Thk  the  EvangeliAs  not  onljr 
afcribe  to  him,  but  they  evidentlj  fpeak  of  it  as  a  power 
trUdi,  •ooofxliiig  to  their  apfM^enfion,  he  conftantly  pof- 
fefled  *•  Thb  is  alfo.  defcribed  as  nowife  the  reftilt  of  any 
ordimury  means  of  information ;  for  be  medei  not  tbat  any 
JbinM  if/Ufy  of  fnan^  John  ii.  15.  or  of  any  fpiritual  com-' 
mnnicrtion  ;  but  as  a  power  eflentially  belonging  to  Jefus. 
Itiereferei  he  is  faid  to  know  in  himfelfy  John  vi.  61.  This 
knowledge  is  alfo  defcribed  as  extending  to  all  men,  and  to  all 
ip  msn.  He  knew  all  men. — He  knew  what  was  in  man, 
Johnii.l4,  ftj. 

Now,  tlie  knowledge  of  the  thoughts  of  man  is  a  divine 
prerogative.  Therefore  the  Pfalmifi  ailigns  this  work  to 
God;  TTfy  mi  and  inow  my  thoughts.  He  views  it  as  the 
fidBe  with  that  of  fearching  the  heart,  which  has  nerer  been 
fiippofisd  to  belong  to  any  xreatore.  Fot  thefe  words  are 
addedasezegeticalof  the  preceding;  Search  me^  0  God^and 
hnw  my  hearty  Flal.  ocxxiiL  13.  The  Pialmift  makes  the 
fame  aibription  elfewhere,  when  fuppofing  the  cafe  of  apoftacy 
&mKk  God,  or  fecret  idolatry  ;  SbaU  not  Godfearcb  this  out  f 
for  be  knoweth  the  fecrets  of  the  hearty  P&l.  xliv.  ao,  2  r. 
This  w<»rk  God  expre&ly  claims  as  his  own  ;  /  know — their 
thoughts,  lia.  Ixvi.  18.  Nay,  on  this  head,  he  puts  all  crea- 
tures to  defiance  ^^  Who  can  know  itfl  JehovaR  do  fearch 
the  heart,  I  try  the  reins,  Jer.  xvii.  9,  10.  The  faith  of 
tlie  Old  Teftament  church  correfponded  with  fuch  declara^ 
Qoiis.  Therefore  Solomon  (ays,  in  his  prayer  at  the.  dedi- 
cation of  the  Temple ',  7hou,  even  thou  only,  knowejl  the  hearts 
of  all  the  children  of  men,  i  Kin.  viii.  39.  The  Word  of 
God,  as  oppo&d  to  every  creature,  is  a  dijcemer  of  the 
thoughts  and  intents  of  the  heart,  Heb.  iv.  la,  13.  That 
dos  is  to  be  underftood  of  his  perfonal  Word,  we  have  elfe- 
where  endeavoared  to  prove  *.    What  greatly  confirms  this 

Vol.1.  Q      ^  view, 

•  Matt.  is.  4.  III.  25.  Lokev.  11.  vi.  8.  iz.  47.  xi.  17. 

t  Chap,  vl  p.  185  •  Sermons  on  the  Heart|  irol.  ii.  p.  Z^^-^Z^S* 


3IO  PnafM/fwm  the  Book  DL 


▼inr,  as  it  aU^  (hews  in  what  fait  we  are  m 
the  maa J  trftimnnics  of  dus  kind  given  by  die  Ewanylillij 
»  die  c^reft  dcdarzdoo  of  our  Ssviovr  in  Us  ciaked  flaie; 
^  jta  tbe  dmrcbes  JbaU  kmum  that  I  am  he  wio  JimnidJk 
tht  ram  amd  hearts.  Rev.  iL  23.  This  hnguaga  evidndj 
cicliMfcs  an  J  fiipenor  kind  of  knowledge  of  die  heait.  H 
dierefioffey  Jefus  does  not  know  it  as  the  Fadier  doest  lie  is 
chargeable  with  that  roiberj  whkh  die  Spirit  of  God  de> 
nies,  and  which  Sodniins,  in  their  own  way,  have  aD  along 
attempted  to  (how  that  he  never  thought  ef.  Bat  the  know- 
ledge, claimed  b j  him,  b  predlelj  <rf  the  fiune  kind  wiA 
the  Fathcr^s.  This  appears  from  the  <a/  propofiid  bj  bodi 
in  this  work.  When  Jehovap  &js,  I^-^fearch  the  hearty 
I  try  the  reins  ;  it  is  even  to  give  every  mum  aceordisifg  to  tie 
waySf  Jer.  xviL  xo.  When  Jefbs  fays,  jtO  the  ehurehet 
Jhall  know  thai  I  am  he  who  fearcheih  the  reisu  omdhemrtM, 
how  is  it  meant  diat  hb  claim  to  thb  divine  paperogytive 
jhall  be  inowm  /  It  b  by  the  per£ed  adminiftradoa  of  jot 
tice.  For  it  immediately  CdUows  ;  Atd  I  vnO  give  mato 
every  one  of  you  according  to  bis  works^  Rev.  iL  22.  Jefiis, 
therefore,  difcovers  hb  claim  to  thb  cbarafter  in  the  iame 
manner  with  the  Father.  He  muft,  of  conieqaence,  have 
the  fame  tide. 

God  feems  to  have  granted,  at  times,  to  thoie  who  were 
infpired,  a  knowledge  of  the  moft  iecret  words  and  aBiom 
of  men ;  as  an  evidence  of  their  mifC<m,  and  for  the  ac- 
compliibment  of  hb  purpofes  of  mercy  or  judgment.  Thb 
b  evident  from  the  hiilory  of  Eliffaa,  with  refped  to  the 
king  of  Sjrria,  and  alfo  hb  iervant  GeharL  But  in  the 
firft  inftance,  hb  knowledge  extended  to  the  words  oo« 
1y,  that  were  fpoken  in  the  king's  bed-chamber,  2  Kingi 
vi.  12.  As  to  the  (bcond;  there  was  nodiing  more 
than  a  difcovery  of  the  language  and  condud  of  Gehazi, 
chap.  v.  26.    Thus,  God  hath  revealed  to  hb  iervants,  as 

we 


we  mftj  fiijy  cnlj  the  overt  ads  of  men.  But  he  hath  al- 
wsjs  feferved  to  himfelf  the  knowledge  of  their  thoughts^ 
Nor  hare  wean  inftance  or  any  one  of  hisfervants  pretending 
to  judgt  of  the  thoughts  of  men,  but  by  indudion  from 
their  words  or  adions. 

However^  the  reafon  of  }efus  knowing  the  thoughts,  as 
given  hf  Dr  P.  is  his ''  being  appointed  the  king  ^nd  judge 
**  of  men.**  Therefore  he  "  has  powers' given  him  adapted 
**  to  tfaoie  offices,  efpecially  the  knowledge  of  the  human 
**  heart,  and  the  prerogative  of  declaring  the  forgivenefi  of 
**  fin.— We  ought  not  therefore,"  he  lays,  "  to  be  furpris^d 
^  at  filch  ezpreffions  as  thefe,  Matt.  ix.  4.  jlnd  Jefus  knonv- 
**  M^f  their  thoughts^  John  ii.  25.  He  knew  what  was  in 
*^  maa  ^.^  Here  Dr  P.  fpeaks  of  Chrift's  being  a  king  and 
jwdge^  as  if  the£e  terms  denoted  difierent  offices.  As  Soci- 
nians  endeavour  to  fink  the  priefUy  office  in  the  kingly,  we 
seed  not  wonder  that  they  try  to  make  two  of  the  latter. 
In  this,  as  in  many  other  refpeds,  they  refemble  the  Papifts, 
who,  having  denied  that  the  fecond  precept  of  the  law  is 
diftinfi  fixnn  the  firft,  divide  the  tenth,  to  preferve  the  num- 
ber. He  alfo  :'eems,  as  far  as  poffible,  to  diminifh  the  know- 
ledge belonging  to  Chrift.  He  fpeaks  of  ^  the  knowledge 
*^  of  the  human  heart."  Now,  in  the  common  uie  of  language, 
this  carries  a  "v^j  difierent  idea  from  difcemment  of 
thoQghts.  A  man  of  ftrong  natural  powers  and  accurate 
cbfiervation,  with  a  confiderable  portion  of  experience,  may 
be  (aid,  in  a  limited  fenle,  to  poiTeis  ^'  the  loiowledge  of 
^  the  human  heart,"  while  no  man,  in  his  right  reafon, 
would  fo  much  as  think  of  faying,  that  he  knew  the 
iiomghis.  But  who  can  blame  our  learned  author?  His 
fyfEem,  fomewhat  diftrent  firom  that  of  the  Baptift,  necef- 
iarily  requires  that  not  he,  bm  his  mafier  Ihould  decrea/e. 

O  a  But 

*  Famil.  Illaftr.  p.  12.    We  may,  ia  mother  place,  attend  to  what  oar 
wSbn  advancts  with  xtfyc€t  to  Chri(l*s  ietlarim  the  forg iTencIs  of  fioi. 
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But  let  OS  esuunine  die  force  <»f  the  reafim  wSb^guA  km 
this  knowledge,  whatever  be  the  fuj^ofed  degree.  It  w» 
neceflarj  for  Jefiis,  as  **  appointed  the  king  wbA  judge  oC 
'^  men/'  It  is  a  power  ^^  adi^ited  to  diefe  oflioes."  And 
who  can  deny  it  ?  But  praj,  good  Sir,  nHien  wnt  he  miraft* 
ed  with  theie  offices,  and  xntrufled  with  this  power?  If  I 
am  not  much  miftaken,  you  and  your  brethren  teU  vm  on 
ibme  occafions,  that  he  received  all  his  iKmoor  and  power 
after  his  refurre&ion.  Something  very  like  thk  has  tXaagdj 
your  own  pen.  ^  The  reafon  why  Chnft  was  fb  mnch  di- 
^  itinguiflied  by  God  the  Farther,  is  frequently  and  folly  ex* 
**  prefled  in  the  {criptures,  vi%.  his  obedience  to  the  wiH  of 
^  God,  and  efpecially  in  his  fubmitdng  to  die  fimr  the  bene> 
^  fit  (tf  mankind  ^/' — '*  The  fowir  and  glory  wfaidi  was 
^  conferred  upon  Chrift  are  expreisly  laid  to  be  the  lewaid 
'*  of  his  obedience,  and  to  be  fubfequent  to  his  refiiriec" 
^  tion  f ."  But  if  Jelns  was  not  made  a  king  and  judge  till 
after  hb  refurfedioo,  and  if  the  knowledge  of  the  hwt  be 
a  ^'  power  adapted  to  theie  offices^*  furely  he  could  have  no 
occafion  for  it,  and  no  title  to  it,  before.  However,  if  we 
may  believe  the  Evangelifis,  Jefus  knew  what  was  in  man^ 
knew  the  thoughts^  in  his  ftate  of  humiliation.  That  event* 
to  which  this  part  of  the  Crofpel-hiftory  refers,  took  place 
near  the  commencement  ctf  his  minillry. 

But  Socinians  are  chargeable  with  wonderful  fliuffling  on 
this  head.  When  prefled  with  the  paflages  of  fcriptuse 
.w^ich  afcribe  elTential  dominion  to  Jefus,  efpecially  if  thefe 
expreis  the  faith  of  believers  after  his  exaltation,  they 
pofitively  aflure  us,  that  all  his  honour  and  godlike  power 
^e  the  fruit  of  it.  On  the  other  hand,  when  aSailed  by  ar« 
guments  taken  from  what  he  laid  and  did,  or  from  what 
the  difbiples  believed,  in  his  ftate  of  abafement,  they  vir- 
tually retract  the  former  afTurances,  and  are  pleafed  to  in- 
form 

*  A{»peal,  p.  X3, 14.  t  Famil.  XUuftr.  p.  40, 41- 
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fenn  us,  that  he  had  a  great  deal  of  honour  and  power,  even 
while  in  the  form  of  a  fervant^  that  is,  while  purchafing 
this  very  honour  and  power  by  his  obedience.  There  feems, 
indeed,  to  be  a  ftudied  ambignity  in  our  anthor^s  language  \ 
Chrift  being  appointed  the  King  and  Judge  of  men,  hai 
powers  given  him  adapted,*'  &c.  But  the  queflion  is. 
Had  he  diefe  powers,  before  he  was  conftituted  King  and 
Judge ;  or,  in  other  words,  before  he  had  any  need  of  them  ? 
The  fiiA  is  dire^lly  the  reverfe  of  what  is  pretended  by^ 
Dr  P.  Chrift  is  appointed  the  King  and  Judge  of  men, 
becaufe  he  eflentially  poflefles  powers  adapted  to  the  woric. 
There  is  a  continual  outcry  made  by  the  party,  againft 
the  nfioal  diftinffion  between  the  eflential  and  mediatory 
dmfiers  of  Jefiis ;  when  employed  to  folve  the  apparent 
eontnulidions  in  the  accotmts  which  the  fcriptiu'es  give  of 
him.  But  Socinians  find  occaiion  for  a  difUndion  far  more 
(bange.  According  to  the  former,  two  very  difierent  rela- 
tions are  fuflained  by  one  Perfon;  which  is  abundantly 
common  among  men.  But  by  the  latter,  the  fame  Perfon 
15  (nppofed  toftand  in  fituations  direftly  oppoiite,  in  the  fame 
nature  and  relation.  It  is  no  contradidion,  that  Jefus  (hould 
be  the  proper  Son  of  God,  in  one  relation  ;  and  true  man 
in  another  -,  that,  according  to  the  former,  he  fhould  know 
all  things  (John  xxi.  17.),  and  be  ignorant  of  fome  things, 
according  to  the  latter.  But  that  he  fhould  have  omnifci- 
ence  and  limited  knowledge ;  the  ftate  of  a  fervant,  and 
the  ilate  of  God ;  no  power  and  honour  as  a  Kin?  and 
Judge,  and  yet  a  great  portion  of  both, — in  one  nature  and 
relation  \  that  he  ihould,  at  the  fame  time,  be  purchafing  a 
reward  to  be  had  only  in  confequence  of  finifliing  his  work, 
and  yet  poflefling  it ;  are  contradi£tion3  of  the  grofleft  kind. 
On  this  head,  at  leaft,  there  is  a  palpable  defeft  r  tie  ^oci* 
nian  fyftem :  and  it  muft  be  new  modelled,  ere  ic  can  be 
received  by  men  of  true  reafon. 

O  3  Our 
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Our  author  kindly  informs  nst  that  **  we  ought  not  to  be 
^  furprized  at  foch  expreiliaas  as  thefe»  Jtfiu  knowing  that 
**  tbomgbts"  Sec.  This  argues  great  tenderneb  ixx  weak 
readers,  who  might  be  (b  fimple  as  to  apprehend  that  no 
one  could  know  the  thoughts  but  God.  He  feems  to  grant 
that  there  is,  apparently  at  kafty  Came  ground  fin*  fiirproe. 
The  good  man  is  afraid  that  the  iiirpnie,  efpeciaUj  after  all 
that  he  has  laid  to  depreciate  the  Peribn,  ihould  hurt,  not 
us  only,  but  his  own  beloved  fyftem.  But  like  maojpfy" 
JScians  of  no  value  f  the  very  means  he  ufics  to  prevent,  in- 
creaie  the  diforder.  For  we  are  more  fiirprized  dian  eiver, 
to  learn,  not  only  that  a  fervant  obtains  great  part  of  lus 
reward,  alchou^  the  proper  confequence  of  his  work,  be* 
fore  he  has  weU  entered  on  it ;  but  tha(  a  mere  man  may 
certainly  and  confiantly  difctm  the  tbouglks  an^iniemti  tf 
the  heart.  Had  this  been  told  diofe  who  attended  on  dia 
miniftry  of  Jefiis,  it  would  have  fiirprized  them  more  tlun 
any  diing  he  either  laid  or  did« 

The  EvangeUfls  reprefent  Chrift  as  the  objeQ  of  fakb* 
Thus  Matthew  applies  that  prophecy  to  him ;  In  bis  Narnt 
Jball  the  Gentiles  trufl^  chap.  zii.  3i.  But  trufiing  in  tbt 
Name  of  Jefus,  is  (imply  trufiing  i|i  Jefus  him&lf,  efpedaDbf 
according  to  the  Revelation  given  of  him  in  the  Word ; 
jufi  as  loving  the  name  of  the  Lord,  and  calling  upon  his 
name,  \lenote  the  love  and  worfliip  of  God.  But  if  the 
Evangelifis  viewed  Jefus  as  the  objeft  of  faith,  they  mu^ 
have  coniidered  him  as  God.  They  were  no  ftrangers  to 
that  awfiil  denunciation,  Curfed  be  the  man  that  trufteth  » 
man  \  and  they  muft  have  confidered  them&lves  as  lying 
under  the  lafh  of  it,  had  they  trufied  in  Jefus,  believing  him 
to  be  a  mere  man.  Nay,  had  this  been  their  idea,  they  could 
pever  have  thought  that  the  prophet  Ifaiah  fpoke  of  him. 

They  alio  reprefent  him  as  the  objeB  of  religious  viorflnf. 
Accordingly  they  inform  us,  that  the  wife  men  came  to 

wo^p 
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worihip  lunif  Matt.  ii.  a.  The  word  *  ufed  cannot  be  under- 
flood  of  civil  homage.  For  univerlallyy  in  the  New  Tefla* 
mentt  it  denote  fiich  worfliip  as  belongs  to  no  creature. 
When  Cornelius  worflupped  Peter,  the  latter  laid,  Stand 
ypi  I  tHjfilf  alfo  am  a  man^  AEts  x,  a6.  In  what  fienfe  it 
18  a£iMi  bj  Matthew,  appears  from  our  Lord's  reply  to  Sabn; 
TZmt  jMt  wor/bip  the  Lord  thy  God^  chap.  iv.  10.  That 
this  aft  of  adoration,  by  the  wiiie  men,  was  accepted  of 
Gody  if^pears  pretty  plainly  from  the  peculiar  care  exerd- 
ied  widi  xefped  to  their  pre&rvation  from  the  wrath  of 
Herod,  ver,  xa.  It  is  fcarcely  fiippofable,  that  God  would 
have  istiexpofed  by  immediate  Revelation,  for  preferving 
idoIatecB.  Befides  this  inilance  of  the  worihip  of  Jefus, 
we  have  a  variety  of  others  recorded  f.  It  is  evident,  in- 
deedf  that  he  received  religious  adoration  from  all  his  difci* 
plii.  For  while  be  was  parted  from  them^-^hey  winfiip- 
fedhuMf  Luke  zziv.  51,  5a.  We  are  afiured  that  after  his 
afccniion  the  dilciples  continued  their  worihip.  This  was 
fo  well  known,  that  the  primitive  Chriftians  are  denomi- 
nated by  a  periphrafis  jtaken  fix>m  this  very  circumftance. 
They  are  deicribed  as  thofe  who  call  on  this  name  (Son  of 
Qod)  Afis  ix.  ao,  21.  Now,  no  one  can  deny  that  inyo- 
dttioQ  is  a  fpecial  aA  of  worfliip.  By  fome  it  is  reckoned 
the  hi^eiL  Therefore,  either  the  Son  of  God  ought  to 
be  worihipped  ^  or,  all  the  firft  Chriftians  were  idolaters. 

Could  we  believe,  with  Socinians,  that  this  word,  when 
nied  by  the  Evangelifts  with  refped  to  Chrift,  is  to  be  un- 
derftood  in  a  different  ienle  from  that  in  which  it  is  applied 
to  the  Father,  we  would  be  under  ^  Qeceffity  of  concluding, 
that  the  New  Teftament  church  jis  not  fuffidently  guarded 
againft  idolatry,  and  that  the  Eyangelifts  were  very  impro- 
per peribns  for  comipitting  ^e  Hiftory  of  Jefus  to  writing. 
For  with  refped  to  both  the  worihip  given  to  God,  and 
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that  given  to  Chrift,  they  ufe  the  vtrj  fiune  word,  withont 
the  leaft  Aote  of  diftinAioii. 

He  ^is  held  forth,  in  the  Ewngelical  Hiftorjr,  as  Ae 
Lord  God  of  the  children  of  Ifrael.  ThcrcfiMre  the  Angel 
foretold  concerning  John  Baptift;  Manj^  of  the  ehiUrm 
of  Ifrael  Jball  be  turn  to  the  Lord  tbetr  God.  Who  diis  is, 
evidently  appears  from  the  words  that  foUow;  jind  b$ 
Jhallgo  before  him  in  the  fpirit  and  power  of  E/iaSf  Luke 
i.  i6y  1 7.  Now,  whomfbever  Jc^  preceded  as  ao  barinn- 
ger,  he  muft  have  been  the  Lord  God-^if  the  children  of 
Ifrael.  But  it  was  Jefus  whom  he  preceded^  as  John  hinfr- 
felf  teflifies ;  He  that  cometh  after  me^  ig  fteferred  h^om 
me^  Jolin  i.  27.  and  again,  addreffing  his  di&i^es ;  Tejomt^ 
felves  bear  me  witnefi  thai  I  faH  I  am  noi  the  Chri/lf  int 
that  I  am  Jent  before  him,  John  iii.  i8.  In  all  tite  GofpdSi 
and  alfo  in  the  Ads,  Chrift  is  reprdented  as  Aat  inuftrioQS 
Perfonage,  whofe  forerunner  the  Baptift  was*.  On  this 
account,  Zacharias  calb  John  the  prophet  of  the  Highe/t^ 
For^  fiiys  he,  thou  Jhah  go  before  the  face  of  the  Lord  to  pre* 
pare  his  waysy  Luke  i.  76.  But  let  any  man  in  his  ri^K 
fenfes  faj,  If  this  language  would  not  have  been  both  ab* 
furd  and  blafphemous,  had  Jdm  been  the  prophet  and  hai\ 
binger  of  a  mere  man  ? 

Indeed,  the  Lord,  whofe  way  is  here  iaid  to  be  prepared, 
is  Jehovah.  For  the  Evangelift  Matdiew  informs  us  con- 
cerning John,  that  this  is  he  that  was  fpoken  of  by  the  pro- 
,phet  Efaias^  fayi^gi  The  voice  of  one  crying  in  the  wi/der- 
nefSf  Prepare  ye  the  way  of  the  Lordp  chap.  iii.  3.  But  the 
word  ufcd  by  the  prophet,  is  Jehovah,  Ifa.  xl.  3.  There- 
fore Jefus,  who  had  John  for  his  forerunner,  is,  and  was 
confidered  by  the  EvangeUfts,  as  Jehovah.  Now,  not- 
withftanding  all  the  vain  things^  that  the  people  have  ima* 
gined,  in  their  combination  againft  the  Lord,  and  his  Anoint* 
pd  i  as  long  as  the  word  of  Grod  remains,  this  muft  be  con* 
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fidcmi  t»  hb  mcommunicabk  name.  All  the  prefiimpti&- 
OQS  affutifms  and  fiUj  quibbks  of  SocinioiiSy  can  be  of  no 
fijrae,  wWh-a'  bidieving  Cool,  when  oppoied  to  fudi  langm^ 
m  tiiii^  /  am  Jehovah,  that  is  my  nami^  and  my  ghry  vnB 
I  mai  gm^t^mmoibtr^  I£i.  qdiL  8.  When  the  church  praya 
for  ^yiilgiiBcr  on  the  enenues  of  God^  who  have  mad€  m 
tummlif  I^M  mp  th$  ktad^  and  fiUdf  Let  us  tait  to  ourfihet 
the  bastfes  ^  God  in  pajfeffion^  it  is  for  this  end,  That  msm 
may  htaw  tiat  tbou^  wbofe  name  alon^  is  Jehovah,  art  tie 
Mofi  High  Offer  all  the  earthy  Pial.  Ixzxiii.  i8.  He,  there- 
fisre,  who  is  tbe  Highejl  (lAike  i.  76.)  or  the  Mojl  Higb^  and 
who  has  the  name  Jehovah,  is  God  in  the  proper  fenfe  of 
hngsage ;  is  God  alone,  not  as  cxclnding  the  Father  and 
Spixit,  but  as  tnilj  divine,  and  as  oppo&d  to  every  creature, 
however  exalted. 

Uke  infbms  ns,  that  Jefiis  was  recieved  by  believers,  to 
hit-tiaiey  as  the  Lord  of  hoAs.  For  when  recording  the 
wtfliiiaiy  of  Simeon,  he  declares,  that  he  £ud'to  Mary 
the  fliodicr  of  Jefiis ;  Behold^  this  child  is  fet  for  the  fall 
ami  rijmg  again  of  many  in  Ifrael,  and  for  a  Jign  tbatfbaU 
be  fpokene^assifl^  chap.  iL  34.  Thefe  words  are  taken  from 
the  prophecy  of  liaiah,  diap.  viii.  13,  14,  where  they  are 
ijpoken  of  Jehovah  of  hoAs :  SanSify  tbe  Lord  of  bofis 
iimfelfi  amdla  bim  be  your  fear j  and  let  bim  be  your  dread. 
Amd  be  fiallhe  for  a  bnBuary  ;  but  for  a  fione  of  flusn* 
bUng  assd  for  a  rock  of  offence^  to  both  the  boufes  ^  Ifrael. 
*^^And  many  of  them  fiall  flumble  and  fall^  and  be  broken^ 
emd  be  fnared^  and  be  taken.  That  Jefns,  then,  who  was  a 
Jbme  of  fiumbUngy  was  yet  to  be  the  objed  of  religious  &ar 
wd  worihip,  as  the  onmipotent  God,  who  doth  according  to 
bit  will  in  tbe  army  tf  bevoen^  and  among  tbe  inhabitants  of 
iheetartb.  llottbe  Lord  of  bofis  is  a  name  expreilin^ialmi^ty 
power  and  oaivedEd  dominion,  as  well  as  fbvereignty  of 
eptratioo*    Sinieon,  therefore,  believed  in  JeTus  as  tbe  Lord 
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rf bofU.  NoriiM this deliifiw exenife.  The  ETwylil 
Mforms  1B9  tbtf  ibe  Hofy  Gba^  was  mfm  iiwh  i^icr..a5*  1£ 
m  miftikra.  Lake  mnft  have  beea  b  tack  Li- 
B  fiad  the  apoftle  Peter  aUb  ceofideiiiig  (3aAm 
ffjimmbliag  fioietold  by  die  pcaphet,  1  £^  iL  S. 
Thflfey  who  in  oui:  day,  oppofe  him  »  die  Sea  of  Gq4 
have  need  diUgcndy  to  inquire,  whedier  the  profhecy  he 
fidfiUed  in  them. 


CHAP.      V. 
Of  our  Savimr's  DoOrme  amd  dmJbB  vAh  rtjpea  «i  tk 

A  NoTcnut  argumemi  urged  by  Dr  P.  i^fvn^  ibgDmi^ 
^^  miy  or  Pre^Jlaut  iff  Cbrifi^  is  foonded  en  hiaiip* 
pofied  fiknce  on  thb  fiibjed.  **  The  manner/'  he  is|% 
'^  in  which  our  Lord  fpeaks  of  him&lf^  and  of  the  poner 

•  **  by  which  he  worked  miracles,  is  inconfifient,  aooocding 
*^  to  the  common  conftrudion  of  hnguage,  with  the  idea  of 
^  his  being  pofleiTed  of  any  proper  power  of  his  own,  mcxe 
^  than  other  men  have  *•" 

What  we  mean  to  ofer  in  reply  to  this  argument,  will 
not  only  (how  that  our  Saviour  claimed  divinity  to  him£>lf^ 
but  at  the  (ame  time  (erve  as  a  continued  proof  of  what 
the  £vaogelifi8  believed  concerning  him.     The  Dodor- 

Ibenuoufly  urges  the  conceilion  of  the  fathers,  that,  in  the 
three  firft  gofpels,  Jefus  is  deCcribed  merely  as  man  i  and 
pleads  from  the  fuppofed  lateneis  of  the  publication  of  John's 
gofpel,  that,  although  the  divinity  of  Chrift  were  tanght  in 
it,  the  greateft  part  of  the  firft  believers  muft  have  died 
without  any  knowledge  of  this  dofbine.    We  Ifaall  there* 

fore 
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me  cootinoe  to  dired  our  principal  attention  to  what  b 
larrated  bj  Matdiew,  Af  vk,  and  Luke.  And  if  it  appeal^ 
tail  they  really  believed  this  doftrioe,  and  taogbt  it  ia 
lieir  writings ;  the  whole  of  oar  anthcor's  reafiming  from 
inacconte  or  disjointed  expreffions  taken  from  the  works 
af  the  &thefB,  really  or  apparently  aflerting  the  contrary, 
BUift  frdl  to  the  ground. 

We  have  already  proved  that  Chrift  is  acknowledged 
by  the  Evangelifis  as  the  ob/eff  offakb.  They  alfo  repre* 
Tent  him  as  exhibiting  himfelf  in  thb  very  charader :  Wbo» 
fo  findl  offend  one  of  tbefe  lUth  onis  wbo  btUeve  im  mi^  \Sc. 
Mat.  xviii.  6. 

•He  demanded  fufreme  love  from  his  followers.  .  ^any 
mam  come  to  me^  amd  bate  not  bis  fatber^  and  niotber^  and 
wife%  and  cbUdren^  and  brethren^  andjijlers^yea^  and  bis  own 
itfe  aifof  be  cannot  be  my  difciple^  Lake  xiv.  a6.  that  isy 
every  onct  who  would  be  his  difciple^  mnft  love  him  more 
than  all  thefe ;  as  we  learn  from  Mat.  x.  37.  If  the  love, 
here  demanded,  be  not  (upreme,  we  know  not  what  can 
come  under  this  defcription.  It  is  love«  that  excludes  the 
partnerihip  of  every  other  objed.  This  demand  undoubtedly 
implies  all  that  God  claims,  as  his  right,  in  the  firft  and 
great  commandment;  TLbouJbak  love  tbe  Lordtby  Cod  witb 
aUtby  beartf  and  witb  all  tby/oni,  and  witb  aUtby  mind. 
Mat.  xxit.  37*  The  love,  here  required,  is  by  no  means 
indoded  ia  that  fecondary  precept,  7bou  Jbak  love  tby 
melgbbostr  as  tbyfelf^  ver.  39.  For  Jefus  requires,  that  a 
flsan  fhould  comparatively  bate  his  neareft  and  deareft  neighs 
hour,  jTM,  bis  own  lift  alfo^  for  his  lake. 

Jefiis  prefcribed  hb  Name's  fake  as  ibitfupreme  end  to  be 
pfopoCed  by  his  difciples.  This  language  was  quite  fomi* 
liar  to  the  Jews,  to  whom  he  addrefled  himfelf.  6ut  they 
bad  been  always  accuftomed  to  reftrift  it  to  God.  How* 
pver  frequently  this  expreiEoa  occurs  in  the  Old  Tcflament, 

we 
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we  do  not  onoe  read  of  the  Nam^s  fake  of  a  ereatore.  It 
aUb  iovariaUy  denotes  the  fitpreme  motive,  reafoo,  or  cad« 
whether  it  be  immediately  propofed  by  God  or  by  man. 
God  aflignB  this  as  the  canle  or  end  of  his  condnft,  \n  oppo* 
fidoo  to  every  other  that  might  be  fappofed ;  Fer  nrf 
ilam€*$  faJk§  wUl  I  defer  mint  ^mger ;  **ewn  Jhr  mimi  aw* 
^fiiie  will  I  do  it*  He  mentions  this  as  eqmvalent  to  his 
gkny  as  the  higheft  end.  For  it  immediately  follows }  Jsr 
iou^  Jbtmld  vty  Name  be  poUutedf  and  I  will  not  gi^e  mf 
glory  io-  emoiher^  Ila.  zlviii.  9.  11.  «This  is  defcribed  as  the 
end  of  ooming  to  worlhip  at  Jemblem,  Therefore  Sob* 
mon  fays;  Concerning  ajlranger^ — that  cometh  out  of  A  fir 
amntryfir  iiy  Name's  fake  ^^--when  heJhaU  come  andfny 
towards  tUs  place;  hear  tbou^  I  Kin.  viii.  41— ^43.  Be^ 
lieversi  under  that  difpenbtion,  are  defcribed  as  fiiffiKring  tsk 
this  as  the  proper  ground ;  Tour  brethren  thai  hated  /mtf 
that  ca/l  jtou  out  fir  my  Namt'sfaht^faid^  Let  the  Lord  tt 
gbrijiedy  Ifiiu  IxvL  5. 

This  very  language  Jefos  appropriates  to  himfelf,  and 
applies  fo  very  particularly  in  regard  to  his  followers,  as  to 
leave  no  reafon  to  doubt  that  he  wifhed  to  be  confidered 
as  that  very  Being  who  fpoke  to  hfa  antient  church  by 
Ilaiah.  He  aflures  his  difeiples,  that  their  lot  (hould  be 
the  fame  with  that  of  former  believers,  and  that  their 
blefiednefs  ihould  confift  in  fuSering  for  his  Name's  (ake. 
Blejfed  are  ye^  when  men  fiall  hate  you j  and  when  they  fiaU 
fiparateyoufiynn  their  company y^^or  the  Son  of  man^sfake. 
Rejoice  ye  in  that  day^^^fir  in  like  manner  did  their  fithen, 
unto  tht  prophetSf  Luke  vi.  22.  23.  Every  one  that  hath 
fir/aken  hou/es,  or  brethren^  or  Jijiers^  or  father^  or  mo- 
ther^ or  wife^  or  children^  or  lands j  fir  my  Name's  fake^  fiaU 
receive  an  hundredfold^  andfiaU  inherit  everlaJUng  lifi^  Mat. 
yiy~  29.  Chrift  fitys  to  Ananias  concerning  Saul ;  /  ^»nU 
fivw  him  hmu  great  things  he  Jhall  fuffer  fir  my  Nam^4 
fake^  AQs  Ix.  16.    Thcreforei  unlels  -Chrift  have  the  fame 

Name 


Ntme  widi  God,  u  bein^  of  the  fatne  iittare,  he  fets  afl 
hit  glory  m  a  new  fupreme  end,  and  robs  God  of  his  pre* 
fogadvc  If  this  be  with  the  Father's  confent,  he  fufieif 
his  Name  to  be  foOmiid^xidgvifea  bhg/ory  to  another. 

Not  oolj  do  die  Evangelifb,  as  we  have  dreadj  feett^ 
retirefiBac  Jefos  as  ihe  objedof  religions  worMp  \  bnt  IMt 
himielf  chearftiUy  accepitd  the  %vor/lnp  that  was  gi^en'  him» 
It  has  been  obfenrcd,  that  the  word  ufed  bj  dtem,  always 
in  the  New  Teftament^  denotes  rdigtons  adoration^  Bat 
thoogh  it  were  poffible  to  prove  the  reverfe,  it  would  noC 
9S08L  the  argument.  For  when  we  read  of  the  worOiip  of 
JcfiiSy  die  oircnmftances  recorded  «re  fodi  as  clearly  fliew, 
Hiat  it  waanot  of  a  civil,  but  of  a  religions  kind^  It  might 
jntty  be  vrged,  that,  on  every  occafion,  he  renotinccd  all 
die  henoturs  of  rojalty.  He  refuiSed  to  be  made  a  king,  or 
even  for  once  to  ad  the  part  of  a  judge  in  civil  matterau 
And  can  it  be  thought,  that  he  would  receive  the  higheft 
token  of  veneration  ever  given  to  an  earthly  fovereign  ? 
Evdi  fiq>pofing  that  he  knew,  that  this  was  meant  merely 
as  civil  lefped,  on  his  own  principles  he  ought  to  have  re* 
fnied  it.  For  he  conftantly  teftified,  that  his  kingdom  was 
not  ^tbii  %um4d.  If,  therefore,  he  received  this  as  dvil  ho* 
maget  be  voluntarily,  and  in  the  moft  effeftual  manner, 
confirmed  that  carnal  people  in  their  wild  ideas  with  refpeft 
to  a  temporal  kingdom  of  the  Meifiah. 

Bnt  we  find  that  frequently  the  form  of  thb  worfhip  waa 
foch,  that  although  he  had  known  that  it  was  meant  mere- 
ly as  civil,  he  could  not  lawfully  have  accepted  it.  Jairos 
fell  at  his  feet,  Mark  v.  12.  The  Syro-phenician  woman 
did  the  fame,  ch.  vii.  25.  Hb  difciples  htld  him  by  the 
feet  and  worjbipped  him^  Mat.  zxviit.  9.  This  kind  of  wor- 
Ihip  was  fometimes  given  to  kings,  or  their  fubftimtes ; 
but  it  was  unlawful.  It  was  demanded  by  the  kings  of 
Pcrfia.    Various  reafons  have  been  given  why  Mordecai 

the 
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the  Jew  would  ooc  bow  to  Haman ;  but  the  moll  natanl 
idem  is,  that  be  aocoonted  it  onbiwfiiL  This  .is  the  leafiM 
affigned  by  the  Jewiib  hiftoriao,  who  moft  bare  been  beA 
acquainted  with  the  opiiiioos  of  his  own  nation*  '*  Moide- 
**  cai  alooe,''  he  iays,  *^  bowed  not  to  him,  (bch  obedience 
^  being  againft  the  cuftom  of  his  countrj  ^Z'  Even  the 
more  intelligent  heathens  were  ihocked  at  this  kind  of 
woiihip,  when  ofoed  to  man,  being  perfuaded  that  it  was 
divine.  Thus  Sueton  obCsrves,  that  *'  Lucius  was  the  firft 
^  who  procured  that  Claudius  Caefar  fhoold  be  adored  as 
^  God :  for  when  he  returned  from  Syria,  he  would  not 
^  prefnme  to  approach  him  otherwife  than  with  his  bead 
^  Teiled,  and  turning  himfelf  round,  he  fUl  doum  i^mrt 
^  htm  t." 

This  form,  then,  being  ufed  in  the  idolatrous  worfliip  of 
man,  had  Jefus  been  nothing  more,  he  could  not  have  te^ 
ceived  it  without  giving  the  mofl  ezprefi  iencouragement 
to  idolatry.  But  we  have  not  a  fingle  inftance  of  his  tefti- 
fying  the  leaft  diifacis&dion.  No  one  can  doubt,  that  the 
Devil  demanded  religious  adoration  from  him,  when  he 
faid  ;  "  All  tbefe  things  will  I  give  tbee,  if  thou  wilt  faO 
down  and  worjhip  me.  Mat.  iv.  9.  This  very  worfhip  the 
wife  men  gave  to  Jefus ;  for  the  expreilion  is  the  fame  }• 
Nay,  this  very  worfhip  Jefus  accepted  from  Jairus.  For, 
as  Mark  (ays.  He  fell  down^  cb.  v.  22.  Matthew  informs 
us,  that  he  worjbipped  bim^  ch.  ix.  18  ||.  That  is,  he  wor* 
fhipped  Jefus  by  proftration,  the  very  manner  in  which  Je* 
fus  himfelf,  coniidered  as  man,  worfiiipped  the  Father.  For 

hi 

*  Antiq.  1.  xi.  c.  6. 

f  Idem  roiri  in  adalandum  ingenii,  primus  C.  Cerarem  adoriri  nt 
Deum  indituit :  cum  reverfus  ex  Syria  non  aliter  adire  aufus  eHet,  quam 
capite  velato,  circuirverteotqur  (e,  deinde  proctimbens.  In  Vitell.  cap.  1. 

t  E«»  wtcav  TperxuvwrK  /w<.  Mat  ir.  9.  Xlrrovrfc  rperinvrna'av  rnvrwr 
ch.  ii.  ri 

(I  ntwTit  rfot  T¥f  w^ttf  au7if.— ITpt^fKvvd  avrct. 
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hiftOam  iiegramndf  and  fraytd^  Mark  sir.  35.  If  Jefus, 
theUt  was  s  mere  man,  the  angelv  who  refuCcd  the  woHhip 
of  Johiit  was  more  zealous  for  the  glory  of  Grod  than  he» 
For  diis  was  the  very  way  in  which  John  o£fered  to  wor- 
fliip  this  heavenly  meflenger :  1  fell  at  bis  ftit  to  worflnp 
Urn  *•  Bot  he  rejeded  it  with  horror^  alSgning  it  to  God 
as  his  ezdnfive  prerogative,  &ying ;  See  tbou  do  it  not :  / 
mm  tfyfeOa%D^ferwmt\ — Worfiip  God,  Rev.  six.  lo.  Ac- 
cording to  the  Sodnian  dodrine,  Jelus  ought  to  have  don^ 
the  fiune.  For  how  much  foever  he  be  exalted  above  be* 
lieverst  be  is  (till  ihw  fiUow-firoant^  confidered  in  hii  rela* 
tion  to  God.  If  Jefus  had  no  right  to  religious  adoration^ 
woold  not  Peter  have  been  a  better .  foundation  for  the 
cfanrch,  than  he  ?  For  when  Comeliusyi/^  down  at  big/eetf 
amd  V9orJbipped  bim^  he  took  bim  up^  fyfing^  J^^^  ^pi  ^ 
mffitfalfo  am  a  man^  Ads  x.  25,  26. 

Je&is  claimed  the  glory  of  the  Father  as  hb.  What,  in 
one  pafiage  he  calls  the  glory  of  his  Father,  he,  in  another, 
caljs  his  own*  Tbi  Son  of  man  Jball  come  in  tbt  glory  of 
Fatbits  witb  bis  angels^  Mat.  xvL  27.  tVben  tbe  Son  of 
fbaU  come  in  bis  glory,  and  ^  ^^  ^y  angels  witb 
bim^  tbtn  Jball  be  ft  upon  tbe  tbrone  of  bis  glory  ^  ch.  xxv, 
31.  In  both  places  he  fpeaks  of  his  coming  to  judgment. 
Theglory.ia  bis,  and  the  tbrone  alfo.  He  could  never  have 
ottered  fiich  language,  unleis  his  and  the  Father's  glory  were 


He  claimed  the  church  as  his  property*  faying.  Upon  tins 
rod  wiUIbttildmy  cbnrcb,  Mat.  xvi.  z8.  But  this  argd- 
ment  we  (hall  illuftrate  afterwards. 

He  aflerted  his  Lordihip  over  the  Sabbath.  Thus,  in  re- 
ply to  the  cavils  of  his  enemies,  on  occaiion  of  his  difciples 
piocking  and  eating  the  ears  of  com,  he  faid  ;  7be  Son  of 
snan  is  Lord  even  of  tbe  Sabbatb  day  fMzt  xiL8.  As  this  day 
was  confecraied  by  God,  no  one  could  have  a  right  to  looiie 

the 
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die  obligarion  of  the  precept,  but  God  bimfelC  It  wodd 
he  vain  to  (aj,  that  Chrift  received  this  right  hy  deicgatioB, 
For,  according  to  the  Socinian  f jffem,  be  was  not  jtt  eome 
to  bis  kingdom.  At  anj  rate,  the  lordfliip,  here  ^^•h^^, 
is  evidently  unlimited. 


CHAP.      VI. 

Of  the  Evidence  of  our  Saviour's  Divinity^  from  Ms 

Miracles. 

JESUS  manifSefted  and  maintained  his  daim  'io  a  dhriife 
charafier,  by  the  miracles  that  he  wrought.  It  is  gnmt* 
'ed,  that  tfaefe  wenb  more  diredly  meant  to  prove  his  divine 
miffion  as  MelEah ;  and  that  our  Savioor  appealed  to  diem 
in  this  refped.  But  diey  alfo  proved  the  eflential^ignity 
of  the  M eflenger.  The  mere  working  of  a  mincle»  in- 
deed, will  not  prove  the  divinity  of  the  immediate  agent. 
The  moft  that  it  can  prove,  is  a  miffion  from  God.  It  alio 
confirms  the  truth  of  the  doftrine  which  is  taught.  But 
if  the  immediate  agent  of  the  miracle  lays  claim  to  Deity, 
die  trudi  of  his  dodrine  in  this  refped  cannot  be  denied, 
without  a  denial  of  the  reality  of  the  miracle. 

Jefus'  wrought  miracles  in  confirmation  of  his  dodzine. 
Thefe  mud  have  confirmed  the  whole  of  his  dodrine ;  or 
they  could  not  confirm  any  part  of  it.  He  taught  that 
he  was  the  true  Meffiah :  and  it  is  granted  by  Socimans, 
that  his  claim  to  this  charader  was  inconteftably  demon* 
flrated  by  his  wonderful  works.  If  he  alfo  taught  diat  he 
was  God,  the  fame  works  muft  have  equally  confirmed  dus 
branch  of  his  dodrine.  But  he  undoubtedly  did  fo,  by  de- 
claring that  he  had  power  to  forgive  fin :  and  he  appealed 
to  miracles  as  an  evidence  of  this  power.  "When  the  man 
fick  of  the  palfy,  was  brought  to  him,  feeing  their  faitby  be 

faid^ 
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foMtU  Son, — thy  Jim  he  forgiven  thee.  But  fome  of  the  Sa^ibes 
fmd  within  themfilves^  7his  man  blajphemeth.  But  he  fcud^ 
Whether  is  it  eafier  to  fay^  Thy  fins  be  forgiven  thee,  or  to 
fay^  Arife  and  walk  ?  He  declares,  that  it  is  the  fame  to 
him  to  work  a  miracle,  and  to  forgive  fin ;  both  thefe  be- 
ing equallj  exertions  of  divine  power.  Then  he  adds ; 
But  that  ye  may  know  that  the  Son  of  Man  hath  power  on 
earth  /•  forgive  Jin,  (he  faid  to  the  Jick  of  thl  p^fy)  -^^fiy 
take  up  thy  bed,  and  go  into  thine  own  boufe.  Matt.  iz.  i. — 6. 
But  we  propofe  to  explain  this  paiTage  more  fiillj  afterwards, 
as  containing  a  diilinS  and  peciiliar  proof  of  our  Saviour's 
Deitj,  and  of  his  afTerting  his  claim  to  it. 

But  our  Lord  did  not  merely  claim  particular  prerogatives 
of  Deitjy  and  prove  hi^  title  to  thefe  bj  ^  works.  He  ex- 
pre&ly  alTerted  his  unitj  of  eflence  with  the  Father,  and  ap- 
pealed to  his  works  as  incontrovertibly  proving  the  truth  of 
Us  dodrine  in  this  reipe£L  TChough  ye  believe  not  me,  believe 
tie  Wfris  :  that  ye  may  know  that  the  Father  is  in  me^  an4 
/m  ihVvy  John  X.  38,  39. 

This  language  undoubtedly  figniiies,  that  the  Father  could 

as  little  work,  nay  6xifl,  without  the  Son,  as  the  Son  with- 

» 

out  the  Father.  It  (hews  in  the  cleareft  manner,  in  what 
*£enfe  he  had  previoufly  faid,  /  and  my  Father  are  one,  ver. 
30.  The  Father  exiils  and  operates  in  him  :  he  exifb  and 
openites  in  the  Father :  and  thus  they  are  one  in  eflence  and 
operation. 

N0W9  ^ther  the  wonderful  works  of  Jefus  were  not  real 
miracles;  or  they  were  deciiive  proofs  of  his  being  God  equal 
with  the  Father.  Socinians  will  not  aiTert  the  former.  For 
this  would  reduce  them  to  the  necelTity  of  entirely  denying 
that  Jefus  is  the  Mefiiah.  Theyvcannot,  therefore,  evade 
the  force  of  the  latter. 

But  thi3  proof  of  the  Deity  of  Chrift,  is  not  the  only  one 
which  arifes  from  his  wonderful  works.     Thefe  very  works 
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afford  QS  evidence  of  a  more  diieft  natnie.  The 
in  which  he  wrought  hb  niirar1r%  die  concomitant 
flanceSy  and  the  language  of  the  iacred  writers  who  leoofd 
them,  clearly  (heWy  that  he  aded  as  a  divine  Ferfiaiy  dot, 
in  various  inflances,  he  wiflied  this  to  appear,  and  tibat 
the  infpired  hifiorians  viewed  matters  in  no  odier  li^ht. 

Jefiis  wrought  miracles  in  his  ovm  Name*    Had  he  fid^ 
tained  no  higher  charadcr  than  that  of  a  (ervant,  he  ongjht 
to  have  oled  the  Name  of  God,  if  not  as  ncoeflarj  for 
working  the  miracle,  jet  for  fliewing  odiers,  hy  what 
power,  and  for  what  end,  it  was  wroa^t.     In  tUs  re^efi, 
he  ought  alfb  to  have  fet  an  example  of  ielf-denial  faefiace 
his  followers.     But  we  have  not  a  fing^  infiance  of  his  ex- 
ercifing  this  power,  in  the  Name  of  God.    TherefiDce,  if 
it  was  not  eiTentiallj  his  own,  he  aded  a  moft  migntcfid 
and  undotiful  part ;  a  part, — that,  inflead  of  entiding  him 
to  honours  inconceivably  exceeding  thoCe  conferred  on  mj 
other  fervant,  fliewed,  in  the  cleared  li^t,  diat  he  deferred 
the  m<^  fevere  pimiihment  which  injured  Omnipotence  coold 
infill     His  dilciplcs  aded  very  difiercndy.     We  have  not 
a  fingle  infiance  of  their  exercifing  the  power  entrufted  to 
them,  without  an  expreis  declaration  of  dependence.     Not 
one  of  them  performed  a  miracle  in  his  own  name.     And 
it  is  vtry  remarkable,  that  they  never  menticm  the  Name 
of  God,  but  that  of  Jefus.     They  afcribe  all  their  power 
to  him.     The  fevcnty  difciples  returned,  laying,  Lord^  evem 
the  devils  are  fuhjeB  to  us^  through^  or  in  thy  Name^  Luke 
X.  1.7.     Jefus  rellrided  his  difciples  to  this  manner  of  ope- 
ration :  In  my  Name  they  Jhall  cajl  out  devils^  they  ^flnJl 
fpeah  with  new  tongues^  &c.     Nay,  he  fufpended  aU  their 
delegated  power  of  working  miracles  upon  fsdth  in  his 
Name.     He  declared  all  their  future  miracles  to  be  Jigus 
that  fkiOvM  follow  them  that  believed,  Mark  xvi.  1 7,     Accor- 
^g^7>  t^c  apoftles  teflify  the  greateft  anxiety  left  any  fhoold 

think 
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think  that  thefe  works  were  done  by  their  own  power, 
afcribe  all  their  power  to  their  Mafter,  and  declare  that  their 
ezerciie  of  it  was  the  inunediate  fruit  of  faith  in  him. 
Thus,  when  the  multitude  maryeUed  at  the  cure  of  the 
lame  mant  Peter  addrefled  them  in  thefe  words,  inimedi- 
ately  referring  to  the  Prince  of  Life ; — j^nd  his  Namff 
through  fmth  in  his  Namey  hath  made  this  manJlroHg  : — 
yeoy  the  faith  which  is  by  him^  hath  given  him  this  perfeB 
foundnefsy  Afis  iii.  16.  Here,  they  acknowledge  him,  not 
only  as  the  Supreme  Agent  in  the  miracle,  but  as  both  the 
objeft,  and  the  author  of  their  faith,  which  Was  the  ixiean 
by  which  they  performed  it. 

Jefus  wrought  miracles  by  his  own  power^  as  a  divine 
agent.    He  was,  therefore,  chargeable  with  no  arrogant  af- 
fcmptioii,  in  working  them  in  his  own  Name.     All  the 
power  that  was  neceflary  for  the  performance  of  the  moft 
wooderful  works,  refided  in  him  as  its  proper  fubje£L 
Thence,  with  refped  to  the  cure  efie£led  on  the  woman 
who  came  in  the  prefs  behind^  and  touched  his  garment Sj  we 
are  informed  that  virtue  had  gone  out  of  himy  Mark  v.  2 7* 
—30.     He  was,  indeed,  a  man  approved  of  Godf  by  mira- 
cles^ and  wonderSf  andfgnSf  which  God  did  by  him^  Ads  iL 
32.     Thefe  were  evidences,  that  he  was  anointed  with  the 
Holy  Ghojly  and  with  power^  and  that  God  was  with  him^ 
chap.  X.  38.     But  while  God  was  with  him,  as  his  fen^t 
whom  he  upheld^  this  was  not  all.     The  Father  was  alfo  in 
him,  as  his  own  eternal  Son,   Therefore  as  we  have  fcen,  he 
appeals  to  his  works,  as  evidences  of  his  equality  with  the 
Father.     If  I  do  not  the  works  of  my  Father^  he  fays,  be- 
lieve  me  not.     But  if  I  do^  though  ye  believe  not  me^  believe 
the  works  :  that  ye  mcy  know  that  the  Father  is  in  me^  and 
I  in  himy  John  x.  37, 38.     He  declares  himfelf  to  be  as  pro- 
perly an  agent  in  thefe  works,  as  the  Father.    If  I  do  not 
the  works  of  my  Father^  &c. 

Pa  But 
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Bat  as  the  difciplfs  attribmtcd  all  tfarir  works  to  Jefns,  it 
was  by  no  means  an  rmp*  j  compliment.  For,  in  worluag 
m\nA^^  they  confiantlj  adsd  by  a^  c?mmnnicatioa  of 
power  from  him.  He  cUuns  the  prerogative  of  confieirSig 
this :  I  give  umto  yom  power  to  tread  upom  ferpents^  mmd  emer 
all  the  power  of  the  enemj^  Luke  x.  19.  The  infpized  wri- 
ter of  the  Hiftorj  of  the  Apoftles  informs  us,  that  I^nl  and 
Barnabas  fpaie  boUIj  in  the  lard,  who  gave  teJHweomj  mato 
tie  fcord  of  his  grace^  and  granted  fgrns  and  wonders  to  hi 
dome  hy  their  hands^  Ads  ziv.  3.  Thej  appear  merely  as 
his  inftrmnents.  But  he  who  has  no  j^yfical  power  of  Us 
own^  who  in  all  his  exertions  is  no  more  than  die  in- 
ftrument  of  another,  cannot  commnnicate  his  power  to  a 
third  perfon.  Far  leis  can  he  do  fo,  according  to  his  own 
pleafure.  But  as  there  was  great  variety  in  the  extraordi- 
nary gifts  conferred  by  the  Head  of  the  church,  his  diid* 
pies  alcrlbed  fovereignty  to  him  in  the  diftributioQ  of  diem : 
Unto  every  one  of  us  is  grace  given^  according  to  the  meafmre 
of  the  gift  of  Chrijl.  Wherefore  he  faith.  When  Be  afcemded^ 
— he  gave  gifts  unto  men^  £ph.  iv.  7. 8. 

He  wrought  miracles  by  a  word  of  command.     On  this 

account,  even  unbelievers  were  aftoniihed.    When  our  Lord 

had  cafl  out  an  unclean  fpirit,  his  hearers  were  all  amazed, 

and  fpake  among  them/elves,  faying^  What  a  word  is  ithis .' 

Jor  with  authority  and  power  he  commandeth  the  unclean 

fpiritSf  and  they  come  out,  Luke  iv.  36.     The  Evangelifis 

take  particular  notice  of  this  circumflance.     He  cqfi  osa  the 

fpirits,  faith  Matthew,  with  his  word^  chap.  viii.  16.     Thus, 

he  clearly  fhewed,  that  he  was  that  very  Word  who  created 

the  worlds.     For  his  almighty  fat  was  all  that  was  necef* 

fary.     He  fpake  and  it  was  done.     As,  in  the  heginmng,  he 

had  faid,  Let  there  be  light,  and  there  was  light,  in  the  days 

of  his  flelh  he  faid,  Be  thou  clean^  and  immediately  the  lepro^ 

Jy  was  cleanjed,  Matt.  viii.  3.     We  have  but  one  inftance 

of 
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of  anj  of  the  fioUowers  of  Chrift  working  a  miracle  la  an 
anthoritadve  manner.  Paul  (aid  to  the  fpirit  of  divination 
diat  poflefled  a  certain  damfel,  /  command  tbee  to  come  out 
f^  bcTf  Aids  xvi.  18.  Is  it  laid,  that  Jefus  gave  to  the 
twelve,  power  and  authority  over  all  devilsj  and  to  cur£  dij^ 
eafes  (Luke  ix-  ^0  ^  The  very  manner  of  ezpreiEon  con- 
tains a  fiifficient  reply.  For  be  gave  *them  this  power; 
and  it  was  only  to  he  exercifed  in  his  name,  Mark  xvi.  17. 
Now,  as  he,  who  has  no  phyfical  power  of  his  own,  who  is 
iQeiely  the  inilrument  of  another,  cannot  communicate  this 
power  to  a  third  perfon,  and  &r  leis  in  a  fovereign  manner  -, 

Ikaft  of  all,  can  he  confer  a  right  to  exercife  it  in  his  own 
nanne.  Although  the  former  were  not  impoffihle,  the  lat- 
ter woold  be  an  a&  of  rebellion  againft  the  griginal  and 
proper  fiiperior.  Even  in  that  folitary  inftance  already 
mentioned,  Paul  is  careful  to  (hew  that  he  did  not  fpeak 
bcfBDL  his  own  authority.  For  he  fays ;  /  command  tbecy  in 
the  Natne  t{f  Jefus  Cbrijl^  to  come  out  tf  ber.  Jefus  gave  his 
command  abfolutely,  without  the  leaft  lin^itation  or  refer- 
ence to  any  higher  agent ;  Paul,  only  like  a  fervai^t  repea- 
ting the  orders  of  his  Mafler.  So  powerful  was  Chrift's 
word  of  command,  that  he  could  not  only  himfelf  fufpend 
the  laws  of  nature  ;  but,'by  dire&ing  this  word  to  another, 
fidbjeft  them  to  him  alio.  Pet^r  was  convinced  of  this. 
He  laid,  Lord^  if  it  be  tbouj  bid  me^  or  rather,  command  me 
to  come  unto  tbee  on  the  water*  And  he  Jaid^  Come.  And 
Piter  walked  on  the  water ^  to  go  to  Jefus.  But  to  fhew, 
that  it  was  only  faith  in  the  power  of  Chrifi,  conveyed  by 
his  command,  that  enabled  the  difciple  to  do  this,  he  began 
to  fink  as  foon  as  his  faith  begsai  to  fail.  Matt.  xiv.  28. — 30. 
9  Je&s  diicovered  his  fupreme  authority  by  the  language 
of  r^ie.  When  there  was  a  great  ftorm,  he  rebuked  the 
wimdf  and  fold  unto  the  fea^  Peace^  he  flUl :  and  the  wind 
ceqfedf  and  there  was  a  great  calm,  Mark  iv.  39.   This  word 
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b  never  once  nied  with  refpefi  to  any  of  die  dilciples,  when 
we  read  of  the  miracles  w^x>ught  by  them.     It  carries  fiich 
an  air  of  majeftj  with  it,  as  undoubtedlj  to  convey  the  idea  of 
divine  authority.    The  adion,  ezpreiTed  by  it,  feems  to  have 
made  this  imprrffion  on  thofe  who  were  witnefles.     They 
appear  to  have  been  leis  afraid  at  the  danger  itfelf^  than  at 
the  manner  in  which  it  was  removed.     Thty  feared  eixeed- 
ingfyy  and  feud  one  to  amnkber^  What  manner  of  P erf  on  is 
tbisy  that  even  the  wind  and  the  fea  obey  bim  ?  ver.  41.     We 
cannot  conceive,  that  the  infpired  writers  viewed  it  in  any 
other  light.    For  the  three  former  Evangelifb  all  mention 
the  circumfiance  of  his  rebuking  the£s  (lormy  elements; 
and  they  all  ufe  the  fame  word  *.     Indeed,  this  language  is, 
in  fcripture,  appropriated  to  God,  particularly  with  refpeft 
to  the  fea.     Tbe  waters  Jlood  above  tbe  mountains.     At  tbj 
rebuke  tbey  Jled. — He  rebuked  tbe  Red  Sea  alfo  •;  and  it  lUu 
dried  upy  Pfal.  civ.  6,  7.  cvi.  9.     The  Seventy,  in  their  ver- 
fion,  ufe  the  fitme  word  with  the  Evangelift.     Thus,  Jefiis 
(hewed,  that  it  was  he  who  had  formerly  manifefted  his  do- 
minion over  the  watery  element,  and  that  this  afcription 
belonged  to  hiq^,   Tbou  rulefi  tbe  raging  of  tbe  fea  :  wben 
tbe  waters  tbereof  arife^  tbou  Jlilleft  tbem^  Pfel.  Ixxxix.  9. 
For  when  he  rebuked  the  fea,  tbere  was  a  great  calm. 

He  alfo  rebuked  the  devils,  when  he  caft  them  out,  Matt, 
xvii.  18.  Mark  i.  25.  The  difciples  attempted  nothing  of 
this  kind.  Jefus  gave  them  power  to  heal.  That  of  re- 
buking difeafes  he  referved  to  himfelf.  When  the  mother 
of  Peter's  wife  was  taken  witb  a  great  fever ^  be  rebuked  tbe 
fever^  and  it  left  ber^  Luke  iv.  38,  39. 

Our  Lord,  in  his  miracles,  difplayed  creative  power,  and 
this  extending  to  the  whole  of  nature.  At  the  power  of  the 
difciples  was  limited,  we  find  nothing  like  a  creating  a& 
performed  by  any  of  them.     But  he  midtiplied  the  loaves. 

He 
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He  tnmed  water  into  wine.     When  his  difciples  came  to 
hnd,  tbeyfav)  afire  of  coals  tbere^  andfijb  laid  th&eon^  and 
ireadj  John  xxi.  9.     It  was  a  mirack  of  this  kind  that  Sa- 
tan demanded^  as  a  proof  of  our  Saviour's  Deitj :  If  thou 
be  the  Son  of  God^  command  that  thefe  Jlones  be  made^bread^ 
Matt.  iv.  3.     He  defires  that  he  would  change  one  body 
into  another,  as  this  was  a  creating  ad ;  and  that  he  would 
do  fo  bj  a  word  of  command^  as  it  was  in  this  manner  that 
God  created.    Jefus  not  only  gave  forth  his  command,  but 
he  diieAcd  it  to  dead  matter/    He  fpoke  to  the  clofed  ear 
and  to  the  fetteifed  tongue  of  the  deaf  man  ;  and  they  obey- 
ed his  voice.     He/aid^  Epbpbatha^  that  is^  Be  opened.     And 
Jtrrngbtwiy  his  ears  were  opened^  and  the  firings  of  his 
twagtu  were  kofed^  Mark  vii.  34,  35.  The  legion  of  devils  ac- 
knowledged his  abfolute  power,  when  they  (aid.  Suffer  us 
to  go  into  the  herd  of  f wine,  f  Jefus  himfelf  declared  it, 
wfaenheanfwered,  Go,  Matt.  viii.  31, 32.  It  cannot  reafona- 
bly  be  alleged,  that  he  had  this  univer&l  authority,  becaufe 
an  power  was  given  him  in  heaven,  and  in  earth.     For  Soci- 
nians  deny  that  he  was  advanced  to  this  honour,  before  he 
had  (inilhed  his  obedience.     But  he  difplayed  that  fovereign 
authority  of  which  we  fpeak,  in  the  very  depths  of  his  humi- 
liation. Even  when  he  delivered  himfelf  up  to  hb  enemies, 
by  a  iingle  word  he  made  the  multitude  fall  to  the  ground^ 
Jdm  xviii.  6. 

Jefus  could  communicate  his  healing  power,  when  thp 
objed  was  at  a  difiance^  as  well  as  when  at  hand.  In  this 
way  he  cured  the  centurion's  fervant.  We  are  told,  in- 
deed, concerning  Paul,  thatyro^i  his  body  were  brought  unto 
the  fid  handkerchiefs  or  aprons^  and  the  difeafes  departed 
from  them  J  Afls  xix.  12.  But  here  there  was  the  interven- 
tion of  a  fenfible  mean,  evidently  expreffing  the  inferiority 
of  the  fervant  to  the  Mafter.  How  much  more  like  a  di- 
vine agent,  to  cffeft  a  cure  on  a  diilant  objeft  by  a  word, 

P  4  than 


3J2  Tbe  Miraeia  of  Jt^  BookQ. 


dnn  by  a  bindkerdikf !  Tbe  cypnnTHiq  kaew  dnt 
more  was  neoefla^.  5]^^  ibe  wardomlj,  he  frji, 
fervant  Jbatt  ht  healed^  Matt.  viiL  8. — 13.  WbcB  dicfe  an- 
racles  of  the  apoSk  of  die  Geadles  are  leooctded,  tbe  Sfi- 
rk  infiorms  us,  diat  GoJ  wr^mght  them  fy  the  hamit  vf  fmal^ 
Ads  six.  II.  He  was  merdr  die  inflnuneot.  Bat  this  k 
nnrer  laid  of  Je&s.  On  the  cootxaxy,  he  eztob  die  book, 
of  the  centurion,  becaule  it  was  fo  great.  Now,  what  w« 
the  objeft  of  thb  faith  ?  The  ibfvereign  andiorit j  of  Cfaiit. 
With  this  the  centnricja  does  not  compare,  hot  contraft,  bis 
own  limited  power  i  lama  mam  mmder  amthoriiy^  He  ar* 
gues  from  the  le&  to  the  gretter. 

He  declared  his  mi^tj  works  to  be  die  effiefls  of  hk 
own  V)iU.  Tike  Son  yuiciaetb  ivbom  be  wUl^  John  ▼.  ai« 
The  leper,  who  came  to  him,  in  a  twofold  lefpcA  c:^irelcd 
his  faith  in  the  divine  power  of  Jefns.  He  worihii^ed 
liim  ;  and  he  teftified  his  perfuaiiQa  that  the  ezercife  of  £- 
vine  power  depended  on  his  wiU.  Xon/,  if  tbom  wift,  thmt 
canjl  make  me  clean.  Jefus  approved,  both  of  his  worihqi, 
and  of  his  confef&on.  For  he  (aid,  /  voiU^  he  thou  clean^ 
Matt.  viii.  2,  3.  In  a  work  afcribed  to  JufUn  Martyr, 
thei£  words  arc  thus  viewed  :  *'  That  the  power  of  the  Son 
^^  and  Holy  Ghoft  is  not  inferior  to  that  of  the  Father,  wc 
^'  learn  from  the  facrcd  writings.  But  in  what  manner, 
'*  hear  the  word  itfclf.  Whatfoever  the  Lord  pleafedy  that 
"  did  be  in  heaven^  and  in  earth  *.  Thus  fpake  David  con- 
*^  ccrning  tlie  Father.  But  the  Son  (hewing  this  very  power 
**  on  the  leper,  fays,  /  will,  be  thou  clean^  Sec.  f " 

The  wonderful  works,  performed  by  Jefus,  are  expreisly 
called  his  own.  Thus  it  is  faid.  Many  believed  in  bis  Namtf 
when  they  faw  flis  miracles  which  be  didf  John  ii.  23.  It 
has  been  obferved,  that  the  word  &toi^m  is  applied,  both  by 
facred,  and  by  profane  writers,  to  feeing  and  diligendy  con- 
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fidering  anj  thing  as  a  divine  work*  But  whatever  waa 
the  idea  of  tbefe  peribns,  the  infpiijed  apoftle  particailarl j 
iafomis  the  church  that  the  miraclet  were  Chrift'a.  There 
is  no  tautology  here.  Our  Lord  did  not  merely  perform 
diefe  miracles,  hut  he  performed  them  as  bis.  He  did  not 
aS  as  an  inftrument.  Thej  were  his  own  works.  It  is  in^ 
deed  fiirpriiing,  that  the  force  of  this  ftriking  ezpreilion  has 
been  overlooked  by  our  tranflators  *.  We  have  the  iame 
properly  rendered,  chap^  vi.  a.  A  great  mukkudefollonjotd  him^ 
hicaufi  they  faw  His  miracles  which  be  did.  But  no  fucb 
language  is  uled  concerning  the  miracles  wrought  by  the 
apoftles.  The  Evangelift  Mark,  even  when  recording  the 
honourable  commiflion  given  them,  guards  his  readers  againft 
fiippofing  that  thefe  works  were  theirs.  Though  performed 
by  them,  he  afcribes  them  all  to  Chrift.  7bey  wentfortb^  amd 
frcacbed  every  wbere^  the  Lord  working  with  themf  and  con^ 
fawiseg  the  word  with  Jigns  following^  chap.  xvi.  ao.  The 
£une  Lord  is  meant,  who,  in  the  preceding  verie,  is  laid  to  \ 
have  been  received  up  into  heaven. 

The  end  that  Jefus  had  in  view,  in  working  miracles, 
is  a  proof  of  hb  Deity.  He,  indeed,  deligned  to  prove  the 
truth  of  his  miffion  *,  but  in  connexion  with  this,  his  divine 
nature.  He  fought  not  his  own  glory,  becaufe  he  was  in  a 
ftate  of  humiliation.  But  he  occaiionally  difplayed  fo  much 
of  it,  as  to  fhew  that  his  humiliation  was  voluntary.  When 
he  turned  the  water  into  wine,  be  manifefied forth  his  glory ^ 
and  his  difciples  believed  on  bim^  John  ii.  1 1 .  When  infor- 
mation was  fent  him  of  the  fickne£s  of  Lazarus,  he  laid, 
This  Jicknefs  is  not  unto  deaths  hut  for  the  glory  of  Gody  that 
the  Son  of  God  might  be  glorified  thereby,  chap.  xi.  4.  Hete 
he  mentions  his  own  glory  as  the  ultimate  end  in  the  minu 
ck  he  had  in  view.  One  circmnilance,  concerning  this  mir 
fade,  deferves  our  particular  attention.    Martha,  although 

ihe 


234  The  tCrmda  ^  Je/m  Bookn. 

fte  bdirired  in  faiii^  Ckois  to  hsvc  iboB^  doc  W  lad  kk 
xacolouf  power  merely  by  dekgnioBy  anddatkeomldaBt 
cseftk  witboot  prayer  to  God  Car  liisaiEftaKe.  /IsMi^fte 
{aj%fiiaie9mmawwhaiJbtoeriiomwiiim/iof  Gpd^GtdwB 
give  k  ibee.    But  Jefin,  much  as  lie  fan^t  the  g^ory  ef 
him  that  ieot  him,  ooold  not  feek  it  at  the  ezpeoDe  of  what 
cflfenriaHy  beknged  to  himfelf.  He  woold  wqHl  no  — "^V^ 
tin  the  £nth  of  Bfartfaa  rofe  in  iti  ezerdfe.    TherefiBte,  he 
proceeds  to  ihew  her  that  he  wai  himielf  die  CDontainof 
fife.     An  miraclfi  being  figns,  the  work  that  he  was  about 
to  per&nn  on  Lazaros  being  efpeciany  a  fign  of  hn  drnae 
power  in  raifing  die  QnritnaUy  dead ;  he  fiift  iiiflinfli  her 
in  his  charader  as  the  RgfmmBiom  and  tht  Life^  as  the  oli|eft 
of  £uth  in  this  refped.    When  Martha  deemed  to  objeft  to 
the  removal  of  the  gravefhme,  Jefiis  reproved  her  in  diefe 
words.  Said  I  not  unto  tbee^  that  if'  tbom  womlde/l  beJitmej 
thou  fljauldcft  fee  the  glory  of  Godf  ver.  40.     Whedier  he 
had  exprelsly  uttered  this  language  before,  or  only  refers  to 
the  tenor  of  his  difcourfe,  we  cannot  faj.     But  he  had  &r* 
merly  declared  himlidf  to  be  the  objed  of  futh  as  the  life. 
Therefore,  the  glory  to  be  feen,  by  means  of  this  Caidi, 
muil  have  been  his  glory.    Indeed  this  is  nothing  more  dian 
what  he  had  declared  to  his  difciples. 

In  a  word,  the  miracles  of  Jefus  are  recorded  for  our  nie, 
as  evidences  of  his  being  a  divine  Perfon.  John  xx.  30, 
31.  Many  other  fgns  truly  did  Jefus  in  the  prefence  of  his 
difciples  J  which  are  not  written  in  this  book.  But  thefe  are 
written^  that  ye  might  believe  that  Jefus  is  the  Son  of  God; 
and  that  believing,  ye  might  have  life  through  his  Name. 
That  this  character,  the  Son  of  God,  refpeds  the  divine  na- 
ture of  Chriily  I  mean  afterwards  particularly  to  ihew.  I 
ihall  only  obferve  at  prefent,  that  the  Evangelifl  here  de- 
clares, that  thefe  figns  were  written  for  the  cxprels  purpofe 
of  exliibiting  Jefui  in  fuch  a  charafbr,  that  he  might  fafely 
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« 

be  acknowledged  as  the  proper  objeft  of  fisuth,  and,  as  fiich, 
commgnicate  li£e  to  all  who  believe  in  him. 

Befive  leaving  this  point,  it  may  be  proper  to  confider 
an  objefiiony  on  which  odr  author  feems  to  lay  great  ftreis. 
It  hasy  indeed,  been  all  along  a  principal  ftrong  hold  of  the 
partjr.  The  Dodor  refers  to  it  different  times  in  what  he 
calls  Arguments  againjl  the  Divinity  of  Chrifi.  ^  He  al« 
^  wajs  fpake  of  himfelf,"  he  lajs,  '*  as  receiving  his  doc- 
<«  trine,  and  his  power  from  him  (God),  and  again  and 
**  again  difclaimed  having  any  power  of  his  own.  John  v. 
^  19.  Then  anfwered  Jefus  and  faid  unto  them^  Verily^  ve- 
^  rily^  I  fay  unto  you^  the  Son  can  do  nothing  of  himfelf 
*^  Chap.  xiv.  10.  The  words  which  I  /peak  untoyou^  I  /peak 
**  mot  of  myjelf  but  the  Father  that  dwelleth  in  me,  he  doth 
**  the  worts  *. — ^There  is  alfo  another  confideration  which  I 
^  would  recommend  to  thole  who  maintain  that  Chrift  is 
**  eidier  God,  or  the  Maker  of  the  world  under  God.  It  is 
^  this :  The  manner  in  which  our  Lord  fpeaks  of  himfelf, 
**  and  of  the  power  by  which  he  worked  miracles,  is  incon- 
«  fiftent,  according  to  the  common  conftruaion  of  language, 
•*  with  the  idea  of  his  being  poffeffcd  of  any  proper  power 
•*  of  his  own,  more  than  other  men  have  -f-." 

It  is  a  ftriking  evidence  of  the  per\'erfene6  of  men,  that 
the  very  language  which  clearly  proves  the  equality  of  the 
Son  with  the  Father,  fhould  be  urged  as  a  proof  of  his  ef- 
fential  inferiority.  In  reading  the  New  Teftament,  it  in- 
deed deierves  our  particular  and  conftant  attention,  that  the 
great  end  which  Chrift  had  immediately  .in  view,  in  his 
perfonal  miniftry.  was  to  demonftrate  his  divine  miflion. 
This  was  efpeciaUy  neceflary,  becaufe  he  could  not  other- 
wile  Ihew  that  he  was  the  promifed  M efTiali,  that  he  had 
authority  to  alter  the  ftate  of  the  church,  and  that  his  doc- 
trine was  fubftantially  the  lame  with  what  had  been  taught 
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and  believed  firam  die  hrgmning.  Aldioii^  as  die  etend 
Son  of  Godyhe  was  eflendaUy  cndded  to  all  dMife  aAi  of  w«- 
ihip  diat  belong  to  die  Father,  jet  be  was  die  immediate  ob- 
jed  of  fidthy  in  order  to  £dvation,  onlj  as  a  Somghem  *.  Foc^ 
merelj  as  a  Son,  he  had  no  connexion  with  oar  falvatiao. 
Faith  could  have  no  ground  to  reft  on,  but  his  cfaamAer  as  the 
Son  engaged  to  be  our  Surety.  This  was  its  on! jn«|r  There- 
fere,  his  tide  to  the  charafier  of  Mefiiah  proved  that  he  wis 
a  Son  equal  with  the  Father.  I  may  &j,  indeed,  that  the 
proof  was  reciprocaL  The  moment  that  his  mediatory  cbft- 
rafier  was  eflabliibed,  it  undeniably  followed,  that  he  ms 
the  proper  S<m  of  God.  For  no  other  was  promifed  \  and 
his  work  was  iiich,  that  none  but  God  could  perform  it 
On  the  other  hand,  in  proving  his  charaSer  as  Meffiah,  h& 
appealed  to  his  doSrine  and  works.  Now,  he  fpake  tie 
words  of  Codj  John  iii.  34.  and  did  fuch  works  as  ihewed  that 
the  Father  was  in  him,  and  he  in  the  Father,  that  he  was  of 
the  fame  eflence  with  him.  Thence  it  naturally,  followed, 
that  he  was  the  true  MeiEah.  Thus,  his  mediatory  charac* 
ter  proved  his  Deity,  and  the  evidences  of  his  Deity  efla- 
blilhed  his  claim  to  the  charaSer  of  Mediator. 

This  being  the  cafe,  it  is  not  furprifing  that  we  ihould 
find  him  uiing  many  expreflions  which  include  both ;  and 
that,  in  one  fentence,  he  fhould  fpeak  of  himfelf  both  as  an 
inferior  and  as  an  equal.  The  firft  paflage  referred  to  .by 
the  learned  gentleman,  feems  to  be  one  of  tliefe.  The  ge- 
nerality of  orthodox  writers  have,  indeed,  coniined  it  entire- 
ly to  the  Deity.  In  this  fenfe  Jefus  might  lay,  with  the 
grcatc'ft  propriety,  the  Son  can  do  nothing  of  himfeif  becaufe 
he  can  do  nothing  feparately  from  the  Father,  the  eilence 
being  the  fame.  But,  as  our  Lord  undemably  fpeaks  of  him* 
felf  as  Mediator  in  feveral  of  the  following  aflfertions,  it 
appears  that  even  in  tliis  he  makes  choice  of  fuch  language 
as  will  apply  to  him,  either  in  his  elTential,  or  in  his  official 
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chmAer.  This  was  very  natural,  indeed.  For  almoft  all  the 
external  woAs  of  God  which  have  been  done  bj  the  Soa^' 
hi?e  been  done  b  j  him  as  Mediator,  or  in  relation  to  his 
nie&torj  work.    Not  merely  had  the  previoos  (Ufplajs  of 
his  jndidal  or  of  his  quickening  power  this  refpeS,  but  all 
ha  work  of  providence  fince  the  Eill,  and  the  whole  of  his 
coodnft  towards  his  ancient  church.     Therefore,  Jefus  could 
not  properly  defcribe  his  operation,  even  as  a  divine  Perlbn, 
in  its  fiill  extent,  had  he  excluded  that  delegated  charafier 
in  whidi  he  had  made  all  thofe  difplajs  of  Deit j  to  the 
chmcht  with  which  (he  had  formerly  been  favoured.     Be- 
canfe  he  fays,  IThe  Son  can  do  nothing  of  himfJf  mufl  we 
fonrlndf  diat  he  meant  xm  deny  eflential  equality  with  the 
Father?  The  words  immediately  added,  httt  what  Be  feeth  tie 
Fathr  tbj  fhew  the  very  contrary.     Thefe  our  author  has 
prudently  left  out,  when  quoting  this  verfe,  and  firaming 
his  arpimdit  from  it.   They  undoubtedly  reflrid  the  mean- 
ing of  the  preceding  declaration,  and  particularly  Ihew  in 
what  ficnfe  we  are  to  underftand  the  expreflion  of  bimfetf. 
The  Jews  fiaa  charged  him  with  Sabbath-breaking,  and  alfo 
with  making  himfelf  equal  with  God.     He  replies  to  the 
charge  complexly  viewed.     He  informs  them,  that  he  can 
do  nothings  even  in  the  difcharge  of  the  mediatory  work 
entmfled  to  him,  inconfiftent  with  the  will  of  his  Father ; 
and  that,  therefore,  in  loojtng  the  Sabbath,  he  was  not  to  be 
viewed  as  a  tranfgreflbr,  becaufe  he  did  nothing  but  what 
hi  feetb  the  father  do  in  continuing  to  work,  in  the  prefer- 
vaticm  and  deliverance  of  his  creatures,  on  the  Sabbath,  as 
well  as  on  other  days.     As  a  proof  that  he  cannot  oppofe 
the  Father  in  his  operation,  he  fhbjoins  ;  Yor  what  thingi 
SOEVER  he  doth  THESE  alfo  doth  the  Son  LIKEWISE,  that  is, 
the  fame  works  in  all  their  extent,  in  the  fame  manner. 
He  means  to  aflert,  that  hb  efiential  equality  with  the  Fa- 
ther, proved  by  abfolute  famenefi  of  operation,  precluded 

the 
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the  poflibility  of  hb  doing  any  thing,  even  in  the  diichaip 
of  his  office,  that  could  make  him  a  tranigreiTor.  Here  nt 
have  a  clear  proof^  that  his  mediatory  inferiority  is  not  in 
the  leaft  inconfiftent  with  eflential  equality.  This  negative 
aflertion,  therefore,  inftead  of  (hewing  that  his  power  is  fi- 
niiited  and  derived,  proves  that  is  is  really  divine. 

Dr  P.  entirely  mifhikes  the  meaning  of  the  paflage.  Onr 
Lord  does  not  fpeak  of  the  origin^  but  of  the  txercifi  of 
this  power.  He  does  not  deny  that  he  had  any  properly 
his  own ;  but  that  he  could  employ  it  in  oppofition  to  die 
Father.  For  while  he  refiifes  that  he  can  do  any  thing  in- 
confident  with  the  win  and  example  of  the  Father,  or  witb' 
the  commandment  given  him  as  Mediator ;  he  at  the  fiune 
time  aflerts  that  he  can  do  (ti)  what/oever  be  feeib  the  Fa* 
tber  doing.  And  to  whom  can  thb  language  belong,  but  to 
a  perfon  eflentially  divine?  When  he  afterwards  aflcits, 
that  he  hath  life  in  bimfelf  ver.  26.  it  takes  off  all  the  force  of 
the  argument  drawn  from  his  dying,  that  he  can  do  tnibisig 
of  himfelf  For  if  the  former  expreffion  mean  any  thing, 
it  mufl  mean  that  he  is  pofTefTed  of  proper  jower  of  his 
own,  that  he  has  what  the  Dodor  obftinatcly  refufes,  extra- 
ordinary power  inherent  in  himfelf*.  That  the  Son  can  do 
nothing  of  himfelf y  but  in  the  manner  exprefled,  inftead  of 
difproving,  as  clearly  demonftrates,  his  eflential  perfedion, 
as  when  it  is  faid  of  Grod,  that  he  cannot  deny  himfelf^  2  Tim. 
ii.  13.  The  unity  of  the  divine  eflence  prevents  the  for- 
mer, as  well  as  the  latter.  The  only  difference  is,  that  the 
lad  expreflion  immediately  refpe6b  the  perfe&ions,  anS  the 
other  the  perfons  in  the  nature  of  God. 

When  our  Lord  ufes  the  word  feeth,  he  feems  to  choofe 
a  term  that  refers  to,  both  his  mediatory,  and  his  divine 
charafter.  A  fervant,  as  Jefus  was  in  his  mediatory  work, 
huth  his  eye  to  the  hand  of  his  Mailer.     But  the  nature  of 
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the  vifion  is  fuch^  as  clearly  to  ihew  that  no  (ervanty  but 
one  eiTentially  equal,  could  be  capable  of  it.    FoV  it  ex- 
tends to  all  the  operations  of  the  Father,  without  exception. 
It  hadi  often  been  juilly  obferved,  that  fuch  exprefiions, 
when  ufed  with  refpe£k  to  the  Deity,  do  not  fignify  the 
means  of  knowledge,  but  the  ^^s  and  evidences  of  it  *. 
When  it  is  &id,  that  the  Son  dotb  wbatfoever  be  feetb  tbe 
Father  doings  it  by  no  means  implies,  as  Grotius  aflerts  f , 
that  the  Son  imitates  the  Father,  as  a  fcholar  doth  his  ma- 
tter ;  or  that  the  Father  works  firft  in  order  of  time,  and 
that  the  Son  works  after  him  :  but  that  being  infinitely  ac- 
quainted with  the  will  of  the  Father,  and  being  of  the  iame 
nature,  he  performs  the  felf-iame  works.     Seeing^  here,  is 
the  lame  with  divine  omnifcience  %•  Hearing  is  in  this  very 
fcnfe  afcribed  to  the  Holy  Spirit ;  Wbatfoever  be  JbaU  bear^ 
that  Jball  be  fpeai^  John  xvi.  13.     Whether  he  be  viewed 
as  a  Perfon,  or,  according  to  Socinians,  merely  as  a  perfec- 
tion, bearing  mufl  be  underftood  as  the  evidence  of  infinite 
knowledge.    In  the  dEime  fenfe  cur  Lord  declares  concerning 
himfelf,  John  iii.  11.  We  /peak  that  we  do  know^  and  tejlify 
that  we  bavefeen  ;  where  feeing  is  exegetical  of  knowing  ; 
only,  as  fome  apprehend,  expreflive  of  the  peculiar  manner 
of  knowing,  by  intuition.     For  he  bath  feen  tbe  Father. 
He  recommends  himfelf  as  tbe  faithful  and  true  witnefif 
by  referring  to  ocular  demonflration  and  perfonal  acquaint- 
ance, which,  as  conneded  with  integrity,  are  accounted  the 
bed  qualifications  of  a  witnefs  among  men.     He  does  not 
teftify  from  report,  but  from  what  he  hathy^m.     Nor,  like 
a  falfe  witnefs,  does  he  declare  what  he  is  ignorant  of,  but 
what  he  knows  infinitely  well.     This  language  is  evidently 
ufed  after  the  manner  of  men.     But  it  mull  be  underftood 
without  the  idea  of  that  imperfedion  neccflarily  attached 

to 

♦  Vid.  Owen  on  the  Spirit,  p.  162.    •        f  In  loc. 
t  Vid.  GUflli  Phil.  Sac.  1.  5.  t  i.  c.  7.  p.  1574. 


24^  Tie  Miracles  of  Jeju*  Book  II, 

to  hnman  knowledge.  It  is  (aid  with  refped  to  God  alifi>- 
Intel J  confidered  ;  The  Lord  looted  do'jm  from  heavem  mfm 
the  children  of  men^  to  fee  if  there  Mere  emy  thai  did  mmier* 
Jlandy  andfteh  God,  FfaL  ziv.  2.  Bat  itall  we  thence  mficTy 
that  God  can  know  nothing,  without  the  ufe  of  thole  mouis 
employed  hy  man  ? 

Dr  P.  a!ib  quotes  John  xiv.  ic.  as  a  proof  that  Jefas  his 
neither  dodrine  nor  power  of  his  own  He  indeed  ikjSi 
The  ti^ordj  which  I  f peak  unto  you^  I  f peak  not  of  mjfelfi 
hut  the  Father  that  d'xelletb  in  me^  he  doth  the  woris*  But 
if  the  c:.nne!!don  and  defign  of  this  language  be  fairly  con- 
iidered,  it  will  appear  that  Socinians  have  no  great  rcaiba 
to  boafl  of  their  argument  from  it.  Our  Lord  does  not  ex- 
preis  himfelf  in  this  manner,  becaufe  the  difciples  were  ^- 
ving  him  too  much  honour,  bat  becaufe  they  gave  him  too 
little.  Jefus  having  faid,  If  ye  had  known  me^  ye  Jhomld 
have  known  my  Father  alfo  :  and  from  henceforth  ft  ijiotn 
him^  and  have  feen  him  ;  Philip  takes  occaiion  to  fay,  Lard^ 
Jhro)  us  the  Father^  and  it  fujiceth  us.  He  moft  probaUy 
wiihed  to  fee  the  Perfon,  or  feme  vifible  likenels  of  the 
Father.  But  Jefus  reproves  him  for  his  ignorance  :  Have  I 
hecnfo  long  time  with  you ^  and  hajl  thou  not  known  me^  Phi- 
lip ?  He  that  hath  feen  Me^  hath  ften  the  Father  :  And  how 
fayejl  thou  then,  Shew  us  the  Father  f  Our  Lord  fay s^  He 
that  hath  feen  Me,  hath  feen  the  Fat  her  y  becaufe  he  is  the  ex- 
prcfs  image  of  his  Perfon,  I  am  bold  to  aver,  that  had  thefe 
words  been  uttered  by  the  moft  lioly  man  that  ever  exifled, 
they  would  have  been  blafphemy.  For  fuppofing  that  Jefus 
was  perfectly  h.  ly  as  man,  and  no  more,  it  was  impoilible 
that  all  the  divine  perfeftions  could  be  feen  in  him.  Thofe 
efpccially  that  are  moft  diftinguiftiing,  as  being  inconmiu- 
nicablc,  mnft  have  been  totally  hid.  How  could  the  pro- 
per eternity  of  G.-d  be  feen  ;u  him,  who  had  no  cxiftence 
before  he  was  bom  in  Bethlehem  ?  His  immenfity,  in  a  man 
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confined  tx>a  partkular  fpot ?  I£s  omnifcieiicey  in  one  whofis 
kn<nriedge  was  limited  ?  Or  his  incomprehenfibility,  in  a 
Perfoii  whofe  nature  ws^  as  fiilly  underfiood  by  die  dilci- 
ples  as  their  own?  No  fingle  perfedion  coold  be  fully  ieen» 
unleis  finite  can  contain  and  difplay  that  which  is  infinite.* 

But  to  fliew  that  he  afferted  unity  of  eiTence  with  the 
Father^  he  adds  this  queiticm ;  Believefl  thou  nat^  thai  I  am 
im  ibe  FaibtTj'  and  tb§  Fatber  in  me  f  Then  he  declares ; 
that  IB  giving  this  teftimony  concerning  his  own  efiential 
dignity,  he  no  more  afied  independently  of  the  anthori^ 
of  Cod,  than  in  any  other  part  of  his  do6trine ;  but  only^ 
faithinlly  difi:harged  his  office  as  Mediator.  Tbe  words  tbat 
I  Speak  unto  yoUy  I  f peak  not  of  myfelf  As  a  proof  that 
his  teflimony  was  tnie,  he  appeals  to  his  works.  But  tbe 
Fatber  tbat  dwelletb  in  me^  be  dotb  tbe  works.  By  this  ap- 
peal, he  does  not  mean  to  declite,  that  they  merely  proved 
the  tmdi  of  his  dodrine  in  general,  but  that  they  particu- 
hily  eflabliihed  that  which  he  prefendy  aflerted,  his  £une- 
nefi  of  nature  with  the  Fadier ;  ihewing  that-^he  Father 
conftandy  dwelt  in  him,  not  only  by  his  Spirit,  with  re- 
fpeft  to  office,  but  eflentially.  Thence,  the  works  done  by 
hiiA,  in  fupport  of  his  claim  to  Deity,  were  as  much  the 
Father's  as  his ;  and  were,  therefore,  to  be  viewed  as  die 
Fadier's  confirmadon  of  Chrift's  dofirine  on  this  head. 

To  guard  his  difbiples  againft  the  pofiibility  of  miilaking 
his  meaning,  he  repeats  what  he  had  already  advanced, 
demanding  their  faith.  Believe  tbat  I  am  in  tbe  Father^ 
and  tbe  Fatber  in  me.  He  mentions  himfelf  in  the  firft 
place,  becaufe  the  point  to  be  proved  was  his  own  eflendal 
digmty,  of  which  fome  (rf  his  diiciples  were  not  ftifficiendy 
convinced.  For  they  had  no  doubt  of  hi»  being  the  Mef- 
fiah,  and  could  never  imagine  that  his  works  were  perform- 
ed by  any  power  biu  diat  of  God.  Then  he  illuftrates  his 
equalTty  with  the  Fatber,  by  (hewing  the  efficacy  of  Caith 
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in  fam  15  its  proper  oibied;,  ir  prododng  works  ioA  ss  faiv 
and  greater,  as  to  their  fpiritnal  c&ds,  in  oonieqiiencr  of 
the  c&fion  of  the  Spirit,  Ter.  12.  He  aUb  profres  thtf 
his  power  b  the  fame  with  the  Father's,  in  hearing  and  an* 
fwering  prayer :  Wbmtjoever  je  aflt  im  my  Nnmu  iioi  wSt 
I  do.  Naj,  he  repeats  this  dedaraziaB,  the  more  to  impreis 
fliem  with  a  ienfe  of  his  eiTential  dignity :  If  ye  JhmU  aft 
aay  ibimg  ia  my  Name,  I  will  do  it,  ver.  13,  X4» 

Thus,  we  have  a  ftriking  proof  of  the  prefiimptioB  of 
Socinians,  in  their  penrer£oo  of  this  pailage.  For  it  on- 
tains  the  cleareft  evidence  that  die  Son  is  of  dw  fame  efliaioo 
with  the  Father.  Butonraiithorwilladmitnoifaingas  afmf 
of  the  Trinity,  but  what  woold  defiroy  the  nni^,  or  over- 
throw the  work  of  mediadon.  Unlefe  it  appear  that  tfao 
Son  can  aA  (eparately  from  the  Facher,.or,  at  kaft  witfaont 
regard  to  his  will,  he  infifts  that  he  b  a  mere  man*  In.  lua 
application  of  theie  paflages,  he  fully  verifies  his  own  ob- 
iervadoos.  By  attending  only  to  fbme  **  particalar  ezpicf- 
^  (ions,  and.iiegleding,  or  wholly  o\ferlooking  tithers,  the 
*'  flrangeft  and  moil  unaccountable  opinions  may  be  afcrib- 
ed  to  writers.  Nay,  witlrout  confidering  the  rebdoo  that 
pardcular  expreflions  bear  to  others,  and  to  the  tenor  of 
the  whole  work,  fentiments  the  very  reverie  of  thofe 
*^  which  the  writers  meant  to  inculcate  may  be  aibribed  to 
«  diem  V 

But  Dr  P^  is  ikoit  done  with  this  objedtion.  He  iUn- 
flrates  it  in  the  following  manner  :•  If  Chrift  ^*  was  the 
^  Maker  of  the  world,  and  if,  in  the  creation  of  it,  he  ex«- 
^  erted  no  power  but  what  properly  belonged  to  himfilf^  and 
^  what  was  as  much  his  own,  as  the  power  of  Jpeakiag,  or 
walking^  belongs  to  man  (though  depending  ultimately 
upon  diat  fupreme  Power^  in  which  we  all  live,  and  move, 
**  and  have  our  being)  he  could  not,  with  any  propriety^ 
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^  and  widiout  knowing  that  he  muft  be  mifunderftood,  have 
^  iaid  that  of  bimfelf  be  cotM  do  notbiag^  that  tbe  words 
^  wbicb  be  /pake  were  not  bis  own^  and  that  tbe  Fatber 
**  wiibin  bim  did  tbe  works  ♦•" 

Did  this  power  belong  to  Chrift  alone,  the  Dodor's  in- 
ference wonld  be  juft.  But  power  may  properly  belong  to 
one,  although  not  ezclufivelj.  Thus  Chrift  as  **  the  Maker 
^  of  the  world/'  and  as  ^  exerting  no  power  but  what  pro- 
**  perly  belonged  to  bimfelf^'*  might  lay  with  propriety  '*  that 
'*  ^  bimfelf  be  could  do  notbingJ*  His  language  might  have 
been  liable  to  mifinterpretation,  had  he  fjedd  nothing  more 
than  what  oor  author  is  pleafed  to  quote.  But  he  knew  that 
he  could  nor  be  mifuaderflood  by  any  who  were  not  deter- 
niocd  to  wreft  his  words ;  as  he  added ; — but  wbatfoever  be 
fekh  the  Father  doing.  For  this  exprei&on  muft  have  con- 
vinced his  hearers,  that  he  claimed  an  operation  as  extenfive 
as  the  Father's.  The  defign  and  connexion  of  the  other. 
paflag^  as  clearly  (hew  that  he  could  not  be  mifunderftood 
by  his  difidples.  ^ 

The  relemblance  uied  by  the  learned  writer  is  certainly 
ill-chofien.  For  he  could  not  be  ^  the  Maker  of  the  world," 
whcrfe  power  did  not  more  properly  belong  to  bimfelf  than 
the  power  of  fpeaking  or  walking  to  man.  For  the  crea- 
ture is  dependent  on  God  his  Maker  for  the  whole  of  his 
power.  But  this  caimot  be  (aid  of  the  Son.  For  he  doth 
all  the  works  of  the  Father  ofioM)^,  in  tbe  fame  manner^  Jo^iii 
V.  19*  I  ihould  sdib  think,  that  a  man  **  depends  on  that 
**  fiipreme  Power  in  which  we  all  live,  and  move,  and  have 
^  our  being,"  not  merely  ultimately^  but  immediately,  Un- 
lels,  it  can  be  proved,  that  we  can  fpeak  without  breathing, 
every  exertion  of  this  £Eiculty  muft  proceed  from  Him  who 
giveth  to  allf  not  merely  the  principle  of  life^  but  breatb^ 
aad'oll  tbings.    If  it  be  allowed  that  walking  is  one  fpecies 
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of  motion  \  undoubtedly,  in  the  exercife  of  this  power  alfo, 
ive  muil  immediatelj  depend  on  Him  in  whom  we  mdne. 


CHAP.     VII. 

Of  the  Proof  of  our  Saviour's  Divine  Nature^  Jrom  Us 

forgiving  Sin, 

JESUS  claimed  the  prerogative  of  conferring  forgive^ 
neis.     Even  Socinians  will  not  refiife  that  the  proper 
exercife  of  this  power  belongs  to  God  only.     But  Dr  P. 
when  illuftrating  our  Saviour's  langnage  to  the-  paralytic 
man,  Matt.  ix.  2.  exprefles  himfelf  in  this  maimer:  ''Cllirift 
**  being  appointed  the  King  and  ^udge  of  men,  had  pOfv«r 
given  hhn  adapted  to  thefe  offices,  efpecially  tSie  know- 
ledge of  the  human  heart,  and  the  prerogative  of  declaring 
''  t]^e  forgivenefs  of  fin,  which  always  accompanies  the  re- 
"  gal  authority ;  but  being  aflifted  by  divine  wifiiom  and 
**  difcernment,  as  well  as  by  divine  power  in  the  exercife  of 
"  this  high  office,  it  is,  in  faft,  the  fame  thing  as  the  judg- 
ment and  mercy  of  God  difplajred  by  the  inftnimentality 
of  Jefus  Chrift  *."     His  ideas  concerning  the  knowledge 
of  the  heart,  we  have  already  confidered.     He  confines  oiu: 
Savioiu''s  prerogative  to  that  of  merely  declaring  the  for- 
givenefs of  fin.     Jefiis  indeed  (aid  to  the  man  fick  of  the 
palfy,   ^y  Jins  he  forgiven  thee*     This  is  all  that  the  Doc- 
tor quotes.     But  even  this  is  more  than  a  mete  declaration 
of  forgivenefs.     The  fcribcs  underftood  it  as  a  claim  of 
power  adhially  to  forgive.     For  they  feid,   ^his  man  biaf- 
phemeth,   Chrift  fpokc  the  fame  words  to  the  woman  who  had 
been  a  finner  :  and  his  hearers  put  the  fame  conftrudion  on 
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them*  T^bem  they  that  Jot  at  meat  with  bint,  began  to  fay 
among  thtmfilves^  Who  is  this  thatforgtvetb  Jim  alfo  f  Luke 
viL  48,  49.  We  have  no  reafon  to  think,  that,  in  either  of 
thefe  inftances,  they  mifoaderflood  him.  For  with  relped 
to  the  ianntTf  he  exprefled  his  meaning  fiill  more  clearlj, 
addrefling  bimfelf  to  thoie  who  inwardlj  accufcd  him  of 
hiafphemj  ».  TCbat  ye  may  know  that  the  Son  of  man  bath 
power  on  earth  to  forgive  ^s  (be  faith  to  the  fick  0/ the  paljy) 
Arife^  take  up  thy  hed^  &c.  He  wrought  a  miracle  expreis- 
I7  for  the  purpofe  of  fliewing  them,  that  he  had  power,  not 
merely  to  declare  the  forgivenefs  of  "fins,  but  aflually  to 
forgive  them.  An  infpired  apoiUe  a&ribes  the  fame  power 
CO  Jefos;  nay^  fpeaks  of  this  as  the  common  £uth:  As 
Cbri/l  forgave  yoM^fo  alfo  do  ye^  CoL  iii.  13. 

Some -Socinians.  have  been  nu»:e  liberal  to  Jefus,  than  our 
mthor  ieems  difpoied  to  be.  They  have  acknowledged, 
tint  he  reiUy  had  power  given  him  to  forgive  fin,  in  con&« 
qoenoe  of  hb  exaltation.  But  our  Lord  Jefiis,  who  is  the 
oedy  wife  God,  forefeeing  the  impiety  of  his  adveriaries, 
hadi  provided  an  antidote.  For  he  claimed  this  power,  and 
wiou^t  a  miracle  to  prove  that  he  really  pofTefTed  it,  in 
his  ftate  of  humiliation.  Tihat  ye  may  know,  he  £iys,  that 
the  Son  of  man  hath  power  oN  earth  to  forgive  finsy  &c. 
Therefore,  if  any  deny  this  important  truth,  they  do  not 
err  for  want  of  means.  They  may  know  it,  if  they  do  not 
wilfully  refifi  the  cleareft  evidence. 

But  I  am  rather  at  a  lofs  to  know  what  the  Dodor  means 
by  fitying,  that  ^  the  prerogative  of  declaring  the  forgive- 
^  neis  of  fin  always  accompanies  the  regal  authority."  It 
cannot  be  iuppofed  that  he  refers  to  the  royal  prerogative 
of  extending  mercy  to  condemned  malefadors,  of  forgiving 
fin  againft  the  ftate.  For  this  is  more  than  he  grants  to  the 
Saviour.  Befides,  it  has  not  been  univerfally  accounted  a  necef- 
{ary  accompaniment  of  regal  authority.     Does  he  mean  the 
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right  of  merely  declaring  this  fergiveneis?  Bat  how  can 
this  be  a  natnral  concomitant  of  royalty,  withoat  the  ri^ 
of  aftually  forgiving?  We  have  not  heard  of  any  prince 
pluming  himfelf  on  the  pofleffion  of  **  this  high  office,**  ai 
our  author  calls  it.  Did  he  talk  to  a  temporal  mcmarch,  cif 
his  "  prerogative  of  declaring  the  forgivenels  of  fin  ;'*  he 
would  certainly  apprehend  diat  the  good  man  miftod^  him 
for  His  Holincfs.  The  only  thing  that  could  make  him  he- 
State,  would  be  the  meannels  of  the  afcription,  which  even 
the  Servant  of  tbefervatUs  of  J  ejus  would  reckon  an  infiilt 
to  his  dignity. 

But  according  to  the  nature  of  the  expreiBon,  withoat 
infifting  on  its  aukward  Singularity,  evidently  meant  to 
ferve  the  prefent  purpofe,  the  prerogative  of  the  Kimg  rf 
kings  muft  be  unfpeakably  inferior  to  that  of  many  earthly 
potentates,  who  have  the  right  of  adually  fiorgiving  crimes 
againfl  the  ftate.  But  our  author  exhibits  the  King  of  Zion 
as  a  mere  herald.  He  referves  no  other  honour  for  him 
than  that  of  proclamation.  However,  this  declaratory  func- 
tion may  be  greater  than  wc  apprehend.  For  Jefus  is  "  af- 
•*  fifted"  not  only  "  by  divine  wifdom  and  difcemment," 
but  "  by  divine  power,"  in  the  exercife  of  "  this  high  of- 
"  fice."  Whatever  ufe  the  Do&or  may  fuppofe  for  the 
former,  I  cannot  conceive  what  he  has  to  do  with  the  latter. 
One  would  not  think,  that  the  mere  intimation  of  a  fentence 
required  much  power.  But  here  we  have  a  parcel  of  grua 
fwelling  words  heaped  together,  to  hide  the  mere  nothing 
that  is  left  in  point  of  hJSi ;  like  the  many  pompous  titles 
of  a  prince  without  power,  and  without  dominions. 

The  Dodor's  magic  lanthom,  entirely  different  in  its  con- 
{hii6Uon  from  thofe  generally  u£ed,  having  the  power  of  re- 
ducing its  objed  almoft  to  nothing  ;  he  gives  a  very  necef- 
fary  caution  to  the  wondering  fpe&ators.  "  We  ought  not 
f'  to  be  furprifid^'*  he  fays,  '^  at  £iich  exprefEons  as  this, 
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^  7iy  JUu  hi  forgi'om  tbte**     He  kas  cerUmly  fometbing 
in  view  that  may  remove  our  afloniihment.    Here  it  .is. 
"  The  multitude  who  iaw  Chrift  exerting  a  miraculous 
"  power  upon  thisoca^oa,  and  beard  him  ezpreb  himfelf  in 
<«  this  manner,  had  no  idea  of  his  claiming  any  extraordinary 
**  power,  as  naturally  inherent  in  bimfelf\  for  it  is  (kid,  ver.  8. 
**  that  V}hen  the  multitude  faw  it^  they  marvelled  emd  glorified 
'*  Gftd^  who  had  given  fuch  power  unto  men,"    The  whole 
fiuce  of  our  author's  argument  is  -,  '^  .Goo4  Chijflian  people, 
there  is  not  the  leaft  reafon  for  ypur  wondering  that  Jefus, 
a  meite  man,  God*s  iiervant,  ftilfiUiag  that  obedience  necef- 
iary  fi>r  his  own  ia^vation,  ihould  not  only  know  the 
^'  thoughts  of  men,  but  declare  that  he  had  power  to  forgive 
M  fins  ^.««r  the  unbelieving  Jews  themfelves  did  not  thence 
^  conchidf  that  he  was  a  divine  Perfon/^     But  the  veiy 
Jrws  w^re  furprifed.    They  marvelled.    Yes ;  '*  but  they 
**  ^ad  no  idea  of  his  claiming  any  extraordinary  power  as 
^  imiennt  in  himfelf"    If  our  author  has  compared  this  ac- 
count with  that  given  by  the  other  Ev^mgelii)?,  which  is 
not  quite  improbable,  he  muft  know  that  the  multitude  had 
no  proper  ground  for  entertaining  fuch  an  idea.     For  it 
does  not  i^pear,  that  they  heard  our  Lord's  di£bourie.  Very 
few,  indeed,  could  hear  it.    For  at  this  time  he  was  in  a 
houfe,  and  the  croud  was  fo  great  that  thofe  who  brought 
the  paralytic  man  had  to  uncover  the  roof  and  let  him 
down  from  it,  Mark  ii.  i^ — 4.     But  it  would  have  injured 
the  Dodor's  argument,  to  have  referred  to  this  circum- 
fiance.    At  what,  then,  did  the  multitude  marvel  f   Cer- 
tainly, at  what  they  faw.    This  is  the  very  language  of 
that  Grofpel  quoted  by  our  author.     They  iaw  a  man  car- 
ried in  on  a  bed,  himfelf  walk  out,  carrying  his  bed :  and 
yiben  they  faw^  they  marvelled^  and  glorified  Godf  who  had 
given  fuch  power  unto  men.    The  miracle,  of  itfelf^  proved 
nothing  more  than  a  communication  of  divine  power.  They 
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were  not  af^^ft^^fH  with  die  ground  on  which  our  Laid 
declared  it  to  be  wrouj^ 

But  although  the  multitode  "  bad  no  idea  of 'hbdaiming 
<<  any  cztraordinarj  power,  as  imiirent  im  Inmfiifi*  -becanfe 
they  had  not  an  opportunity  of  hearing  die  daim ;  it  is 
evident  that  thole  had  who  did  hear  it.  The  Dodor  him- 
felf  fays  \  '*  The  Scribes  and  Pharifees,  indeed,  laid  unthin 
*'  themfelves,  T^>  man  biafpbemeth^  ver.  3."  Now,  it  is 
probable,  that  i^j  were  almoft  die  only  perfons  who  had 
an  opportunity  of  making  thb  refleAion.  As  they  always 
loved  the  chief  feats,  we  cannot  fuppofe  that  they  would  be 
fianding  without,  while  the  vulgar  were  feated  within. 
Accordingly,  we  learn  that  while  ther^  was  not  mom  for 
the  muldtude,  ^  not  fo  much  as  about  the  door,  certain  of 
^^  the  Scribes  were  fitting  there,"  that  is,  in  the  houfe,  Marie 
iL  a.  6.  Nay,  there  were  Pbarifees  and  doHcrs  of  tie  law 
fitting  iy^  wUci  were  come  out  of  every  town  of  GaKlee^ 
and  Jmdea  and  Jerufalem^  Luke  v.  17.  Such  a  band  moft 
probably  filled  the  hoofe.  Thus,  it  would  appear  that  the 
idea  was  entertained  by  all  who  had  an  opportunity  of  hear- 
ing our  Lord's  difcourfe*  They  faid,  This  man  hlaffhemeth. 
And  had  fome  modem  DoHors  been  fitting  with  them,  they 
muft,  according  to  their  principles,  have  joined  in  the 
charge. 

But  we  are  told,  that  "  the  Jews  called  it  llafphemy^  to 
"  pretend  to  be  the  Chrift  »."  The  proof  brought  to  fup- 
port  this  aflertion,  we  may  confidcr  aftcr%vards.  But  can 
Dr  P.  really  believe,  that  thefc  Scribes,  Pbarifees,  and  Doc- 
tors of  the  law,  charged  our  Lord  with  blafphemy,  on  this 
o^cafion,  becaufe  he  feemed  to  claim  the  charader  of  Mef- 
fiah  ?  For  the  honour  of  his  reafon^  whatever  elfe  fhonld 
fuflSsr  in  the  caufe,  we  muft  fcom  the  idea.  Could  the  car- 
nal Jews  apprehend,  that  Jefus  pretended  to  be  the  Chrift, 
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by  **  dcdaring  the  forgivends  of  fin  ?"  Did  "  tbis  high  of- 
^  fice**  correfpond  with  their  notions  of  the  MeiBah  ?  Did 
they  not  expefi  one,  whofe  work  had  no  refped  whatfoevcr 
tp  fin,  a  temporal  prince  to  fubdue  their  outward  enemies } 
Or,  will  our  author  avail  himfelf  of  his  dodrine  as  to 
**  r«gal  authority  ?"    Will  he  choofe  to  lay,  that  they  char- 
ged him  widi  blafphemy ,  becauie  he  claimed  that  declanOory 
powcTy  *^  wluch  always  accompanies"  it  ?  But  did  not  Dr 
P.  know,  when  writing  this,  that  two  other  Evangelifis  ex- 
prefily  give,  as  the  rea£E)n  of  this  accuiation,  that  Jefus 
cbdmed  what  was  ftiU  acknowledged  by  Jews  as  the  pecu- 
liar preiogative  of  Deity,  the  power  of  £argiving  fins? 
Wiy  doib  this  man  thus  fpeai  blafphemies  f  Who  can  for" 
ghtfiuituGodonfyf  Markii.  7.    JVbo  is  Ms  ibat  fpeai^ 
gtb  Uaf^Atnues  /  Who  can  forgive  fiu  but  God  ohm  f  Luke 
Y.  31.    Is  there  one  word  concerning  Chrift  or  Meffiah 
liere?  while,  according  to  the  Dodor's  ftrange  aflertion, 
their  qneftion  pu^  to  have  been,  **'  Who  can  forgive  Jins 
^hmt  the  Mejpab  onfyi"  Is  there  any  unprejudiced  maii, 
who  can  doubt  that  the  laft  words  of  thcfe  cavillers  contain 
the  reafbn  of  the  preceding  accufadon  ?  or,  that  it  was  re- 
corded by  the  Evangelifts  with  this  view?  Theie  very  Phari- 
fiees  and  Dodors  would  have  bluihed  at  fuch  difingenuity. 
Is  this  the  man  who  is  coq/ldent  that  be  is  a  guide  of  tbe 
blindf  a  ligbt  of  tbem  wbo  are  in  darinefsf  an  inJlruBer  of 
tbe  foolifoy  a  teaeber  of  babes  f  For  all  the  noife  made  by 
Socinians  about  reajon^  one  would  think  that  they  confider* 
ed  it  as  appropriated  to  a  particular  herefiarch ;  and  that 
the  only  reafouj  required  of  his  difciples,  were  implicitly 
to  receive  his  teftimony,  even  when,  as  in  this  inftance,  di- 
reffly  contrary  to  that  of  the  Spirit  of  infpiration.    Thb 
is  the  reafon  of  an  Unitarian,  to  believe  that  when  the  Jews 
expreisly  charge  our  Saviour  with  blafphemy,  for  claiming 
what  themfelves  fay,  belcuigs  to  God  alone,  they  only  mean 
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to  accufe  him  of  pretending  to  be  a  mere  man :  as  this,  we 
are  told,  is  the  higheft  notion  they  entertained  of  the  pio- 
mifed  Mefliah. 


CHAP.      VIII. 

Viat  ye/us  declared  bis  Deity  by  calling  bimfelf  the  I  AM. 

nn  HAT  God  revealed  himfelf  b j  this  name  to  his  an- 
cient  people,  our  opponents  cannot  deny.  When  he 
appeared  to  Moies  in  the  buih,  and  gave  him  a  commiilioa 
to  the  Ifraelites,  Mofes  inquired  how  he  fhould  axifwer  that 
queftion,  which  they  would  naturally  propoie,  What  is  bis 
Namef  And  God  faid  unto  Mofes^  I  AM  THAT  i  AM  :  and 
tbusjbalt  tbou  fay  unto  tbe  children  of  Ifrael^  I  am  bath 
fent  me  unto  you^  Ex.  iii.  14.  Ii>  his  fubfcquent  revelations, 
cfpecially  in  thcfe  by  the  prophet  Ifaiah,  he  often  uiJed  this 
name,  by  which  he  had  fo  early  made  himfelf  known.  It 
certainly  denotes  the  eternal,  neceiTary,  immutable  and  in- 
comprchcniible  exiftence  of  God.  If  it  appear,  that  Jefus 
revealed  himfelf  under  this  deiignation,  in  its  proper  mean- 
ing, as  applied  to  God  in  the  Old  Teflament,  and  that  the 
faitli  of  his  difcipks  ternunated  on  him  in  this  refpeft ;  no 
reafonable  d<>ubt  can  remain,  ^at  he  is  God  over  all^  and 
^lat  he  was  acknowledged  as  fiich  by  thofe  whom  he  em- 
ployed to  publilh  his  do£bine  to  others. 

We  learn  from  one  of  "  the  three  firft  Gofpels,"  that  he 
promifed  his  prefence  to  his  difciples,  by  appropriating  to 
himfelf  this  divine  title:  Where  two  or  three  are  gathered 
together  in  my  Namey  there  ah  i  in  the  mid/l  of  them^  Matt, 
xviii.  2c.  It  is  acknowledged  by  Dr.  P.  that  this  is  a  "  paf- 
«  iage  which  feems  to  fuppole  the  omniprefence  of  Chrift  V 
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This  is  a  confiderabk  concdSon*  For  thus  it  is  granted, 
that  the  great  Prophet,  whom  his  people  were  to  bear  in  ail 
ihingSf  fetmed  at  kaft  to  claim  divine  perfisdion.  If  tlus 
did  not  reallj  belong  to  him,  he  rnnft  have  been  unfit  for 
his  office,  fince  he  did  not  abftain  from  all  appearama  of 
rvi/*,  of  die  greateft  evil,  the  rdbbexy  of  making  him&lf 
equal  with  God.  He  could  not,  therefore,  be  a  proper  peri 
faa  fat  being  heard  im  all  tbmgu 

^  But,"  out  author  adds,  '*  if  we  oonfider  the  whole  of 
«<  this  poflage,  in  which  our  Lord  is  fpeaking  of  the  great 
^  power  of  which  his  diiciples  would  be  poOefled,  and  efpe- 
*^  dally  of  the  efficacy  of  their  prayers,  we  Ihall  be  iatisfied 
^  that  he  could  only  mean,  by  this  form  of  ezpreffion,  to 
^  reprefent  their  power  with  God,  when  they  were  afifem- 
^  bled  as  his  diiciples,  and  prayed  £b  as  became  his  diiciples, 
**  to  be  the  iame  as  his  own  power  with  God ;  and  God 
*^  heard  him  always."  The  whole  that  Dr  P.  fisems  to  wiih, 
in  explaining  this  verie,  is  to  deprive  Jefus  of  his  glory.  If 
he  can  accompliih  this,  he  cares  not  by  what  means  ;  nor 
does  he  give  himielf  any  trouble  whether  he  make  fenfe  of 
the  paflage  or  not.  He  will  give  all  this  power  to  the  dif- 
ciples,  if  he  can  withhold  it  from  their  Mailer.  For  "^  this 
**  form  of  expreiEon,"  he  lays,  ^  reprefents  their  power  v.  itb 
*^  God."  Or  if  he  leave  any  to  him,  it  is  no  more  than  they 
pofieis.  In  this  refpeft,  he  will  not  even  allow  the  pre- 
eminence to  him,  to  whom  the  Holy  Ghoil  atcribes  it  in  aft 
tbingSj  CoL  i.  18.  According  to  this  dodrine,  any  ordinary 
Chriflian  can  pray  as  effcdually  as  Jefus  ChriiL  But  this 
clearly  fhows,  how  little  account  we  are  to  make  of  the  hi,:h- 
fioonding  words  which  Socinians  uie  concerning  the  Saviour. 
They  referable  the  iahitations  of  the  fbldiers,  before  they 
crucified  him.  Do  they  acknowledge  him  to  be  ^  the  Son 
^  of  God,  his  dear  Son,  the  chief  of  his  Sons,  the  interced- 
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*'  ing  High  Priefi,  the  one  MecUator?''  But*  as  the  wife 
man  fays,  Ltt  us  bear  the  comclmfiom  of  the  whole  maUer* 
The  power  of  any  Chriftian»  praying  in  a  proper  manner,  is 
^  the  fame  as  his  power  with  God." 

But  as  if  Dr  P.  had  been  conicious  that  he  was  p^lmSy^ 
a  ienfe  upon  the  text  that  it  could  not  bear ;  when  deferi- 
bing  the  circumfiances  in  which  the  interceffion  of  the  dif- 
ciples  is  as  powerful  as  that  of  Chrift'Sy  he  finds  it  neoefiary 
to  ttie  fome  circumlocution  :«— '*  When  they  were  aflemhled 
**as  his  diiciples,  and  prayed  as  became  his  diiciidei."' 
What  part  of  his  text  does  this  refer  to  ?  why,  fiirelyy  .to 
thsit  ezpreiSon,  m  my  Name.  But  our  author  wifely  keeps 
it  in  the  ihade,  as  it  muft  have  fpoiled  the  whole  jMfinre. 
For  the  loweft  fenfe  that  can  be  put  upon  this  phrafe  moft 
imply,  that  he  is  injotne  refpefi  fiiperior  to  them ;  eUe  why 
ofe  his  Name  at  all  ?  Their  own  would  do  as  well.  But  i( 
wtien  dius  "  aflemhled  as  his  di&iples,  and  praying  as  be- 
**  comes  them,"  that  is,  gathered  together  im  his  Name^  their 
prayers  are  fo  eSeftual,  they  muft  have  ftill  lels  occafion  for 
his  being  in  the  midft  o/'them.  And  how  is  he  in  the  mi^ 
^them  ?  That  the  Doctor  leaves  to  the  reader  himfelf  to 
difcover.  Although  we  could  believe  the  blafphemous  ah- 
-furdity,  that  their  power  with  God  is  as  great  as  his ;  we 
could  never  fuppofe  this  to  be  meant  by  that  exprefiion, 
there  am  I  in  the  midjl  of  them.  For  this  language,  as  ufied 
in  Scripture,  always  refpeds  the  prefcnce  of  a  Perfon  *.  If 
his  prefence  be  flill  neceiTary,  one  would  think  that  they 
had  alfo  fome  occafion  for  hb  power. 

But  as  Jefiis  docs  not  help  them  in  prayer,  we  need  not 
wonder  that  he  does  not  hear  them.  For  the  Dodor  adds ; 
'^  That  our  Lord  could  not  intend  to  fpeak  c^.  him&lf  as 
^  the  God  who  heareth  prayer^  is  evident  from  his  fpeaking 
"  of  the  Father,  in  this  very  place,  as  the  pcfrfon  who  was 
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"  to  grant  their  petition«j>  ver.  19.     Again  I  fay  unto  you^ 
**  that  if  two  of  you  IhaH  agret  on  earthy  as  touching  any 
"  things  it  '/ha//  be  done  for  them^  of  my  Father  who  is  im 
**  heaven  *."     But  this  is  begging  what  the  Dodor  has  yet 
to  prove,  that  becaufe  the  Father  is  God,  the  Son  cannot 
be  fo.     It  is  granted,  that,  according  to  the  OBconom  j  of  re* 
dempdon,  tlie  gift  of  all  bleifings  is  primarily  aicribed  to 
the  Father.     But  they  all  come  immediately  from  Chrift« 
For  the  Father  hath  given  al/  things  into  his  hand*     There' 
fore  our  Lord  informs  them,  how  every  bleffing  proceeds 
from  the  Father.'     It  is  by  his  ■  own  prefence.    Inftead  of 
there  being  any  contradidion  between  ver.  19.  and  that  im« 
mediately  under  confideration,  according  to  the  fenfie  in 
which  we  view  it.  there  b  the  moft  perfeft  harmony.  In  the 
former,  our  Lord  merely  declares  the  efficacy  of  fodal  prayer. 
But,  in  the  latter,  he  proceeds  to  Ihew  the  only  way  in 
whidi  it  is  effedual.     It  muft  be  in  his  name,  diat  is,  fixnn 
a  regard  to  his  authority,  and  in  the  ezercife  of  fidth  in  him. 
Now,  how  a  mere  man  can  be  the  objed  of  faith,  let  the 
Dodor  {hew  at  his  leifure  :  and  this  may  be  the  more  diiE- 
cnlt,  as  Socinians  are  very  (hy  of  allowing  this  honour  to 
God  himfelf.     But  befides,  the  prefence  of  Chrift  b  pro* 
mifed  to  the  difciples,  as  their  feciuity  for  the  gift  of  the 
Ueiling  prayed  for.     And  how  a  mere  man  in  heaven  can 
be  always  prefent  with  two  or  three  on  earth,  fo  as  to  be 
really  in  the  midfl  ofthem^  is  another  difficulty  which  it  be- 
longs to  our  author  to  folve.     The  connexion  of  the  two 
verfes  undeniably  fhews,  that  the  whole  efficacy  of  the 
prayers  of  his  people  depends,  not  merely  on  their  praying 
in  his  Name,  but  on  their  enjoying  his  prefence.     It  J/hsU 
he  done  for  them.     For,  where  two  or  three^  &c. 

It  would  be  natural  to  fuppofe  that  he  who  anfwered  pray- 
er,  fliould  alfo  hear  it.   But  we  know  that  Jefus  anfwers  the 
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prayers  of  his  people.  For  he  (aysy  John  xiv.  13,  14,  Wbai* 
foeveryeJballa/kinmyName^  tbiU  wiO  I  do^  tbat  tie  Fa" 
iber  may  be  glorified  in  tbe  Stm.  IfyeJbaU  ajk  any  thimg  » 
my  Namey  I  will  do  it.  This  pafTage  explains  the  other. 
It  ihows  how  Chrift  is  in  tbe  midft  of  his  praying  people. 
It  is  to  do  what  they  aik  in  his  Name.  Thus  tbt  Father  it 
glorified  im  tbe  Son^  becaufe  the  hlei&ng  aiked  is  given,  by 
the  Son  as  Mediator,  from  the  Father,  osconomically  confi- 
dered  as  the  fountain  of  all  grace. 

There  are  feveral  things  in  thefe  words,  which  flicw  dnt 
Chrift  claims  the  honour  of  Deity.  He  not  only  fiippofo 
his  followers  to  be  congregated  in  his  Name,  (hngnage 
never  ufed  of  a  creature)  ;  but  he  fiiys,  There  am  I  ^  evi- 
dently intimating,  that  he  is  pre&nt  wherever  this  is  the 
cafe.  We  cannot  believe  this,  without  believing  that  he  is 
every  where  preient.  Here  he  ufes  thsEt  mode  of  fpeaking 
appropriated  by  God  to  himfelf,  under  the  Old  Teftament. 
Etti  ufu  eza£Uy  correfponds  with  'JM  SB^,  There  am  /,  Ifiu 
jdviii.  16.  Although  our  author  cannot  perceive  that 
*^  Chrift  intends  to  fpeak  of  himfelf  as  tbe  God  tbat  beareth 
**  prayer"  this  phrafe  muft  have  been  familiar  to  a  Jewifh 
ear.  For  it  is  the  very  language  ufed  by  God,  when  he 
reveals  himfelf  in  this  charader :  Then  Jhalt  thorn  call^  and 
tbe  Lordjball  anfwer  ;  iboujbalt  cry^  and  bejhallfay,  HSat 
I  AM,  Ka.  Iviii.  9. 

They  could  be  no  lefs  acquainted  with  the  expreffion  con- 
neded  with  it, — in  tbe  midft  of  than  For  in  a  great  variety 
of  places  in  the  Old  Teftament,  God  had  thus  declared  his 
prefcnce  with  his  people,  and  his  protedion  of  them,  his 
readineis  to  hear  and  to  help  them.  When  they  were  in 
the  wildemeis,  next  to  dieir  total  deflrudtion,  the  greateft 
judgment  he  could  threaten  was  this,  /  wM  not  go  up  in  tb^ 
midji  oftbeni^  Ex.  xxxiii.  3.  Afterwards  he  (aid  to  themg 
Tbe  Lord  thy  God  walketb  in  the  midJl  of  thy  camp^  to  deli^ 
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vir  thee^  and  toghe  up  thine  enemies  before  thee^  DeuL  xxm. 
14.  Here  be  immediately  refers  to  the  vifible  tokens  o£ 
his  prefience  in  the  tabernacle  of  the  congregatiooy  which  was 
in  the  midft  of  the  camp,  and  which  prefigured  his  taberna- 
cling m  fiefh  among  hb  people,  (John  i.  14.)  From  this  very 
eonfideradm,  that  God  is  in  tiemidfi  of  betj  the  church  af- 
&res  hciielf  that  God  JbaU  help  her,  and  that  right  early ^ 
Pfid.  sdvi.  5.  This  was  her  coniblatioa  amidft  her  greateft 
calamities :  Tet  thou^  O  Lord^  art  in  the  midft  ofns^  and  wr 
are  caM$d  iy  thy  Name^  Jer.  ziv.  9.  We  need  not  obferye, 
that  there  is  a  ftriking  conformity  between  this  paiTage  and 
the  words  of  our  Saviour. 

But  diis  language  does  not  merely  refped  God's  typical 
prefence  amcmgft  his  people.  It  fometimes  expreisly  regards 
the  glorious  Antitype.  Thereforey  when  it  is  iaid,  God  is  in 
the  midft  of  her^  the  church  evidently  refers  to  Immannel; 
for  ilie  adds,  ^he  Lord  of  hofts  is  wini  us,  P&1«  zlvi.  7. 
This  is  declared  to  l)e  the  fong  of  Zion  in  the  gofpel  day ; 
Great  is  the  Holy  One  t^  Ifrael  in  the  midft  of  thee,  I£u 
xiL  6.  Concerning  the  iSune  period  it  is  iaid ;  The 
King  of  Ifrael,  even  jEHoVAfl,  is  in  the  midft  of  thee; 
thonftMsk  not  fee  evil  any  more,  Zeph.  iii*  15.  And  again, 
7eft>all praife  the  Name  <^  the  Lord  your  God: — and  ye 
J^all  know  that  I  am  in  the  midft  of  Ifrael,  and  that  I  am 
the  Lord  your  God,  and  none  elfe,  Joel  ii.  27.  The  proof 
^ven  of  this  is  fo  remarkable,  that  the  difciples  mull 
fasve  nnderftood,  when  the  Spirit  was  poured  down,  at  leaft, 
that  Chrift  was  the  glorious  Perlbn  who  fpoke  by  Joel.  For 
it  immediately  follows ;  And  itfttaU  come  topafs  that  I  will 
pour  out  my  Spirit  upon  all  fUfb  ;  and  your  fons  and  yonr 
daughters  fhaU  prophefy,  ver.  28  ^ — Thus,  the  difciples 
being  Jews,  accuftomed  to  this  language,  could  not  but  un- 
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deriland  our  Lord  as  promifing  his  contmual  prdmce  widi 
them,  as  reallj  as  the  divine  piefence  had  been  enjojrcd 
under  the  Old  Teftament ;  and  indeed  in  that  more  rxodlcnt 
"waj  foretold  with  refped  to  the  New. 

The  Dodor  alfo  quotes  Matt,  zacviii.  20.  Xo»  /  am  wtb 
you  always^  even  unto  the  end  of  the  world:  and  makei  a 
feeble  attempt  to  ihew  that  thele  words  cooVey  no  idea  of 
power  that  may  not  belong  to  a  mere  creature.  ^  Chrift,"  he 
fitjTs,  ^  who  is  conftitnted  bead  oner  aUthimgs  to  his  dmidi, 
<^  undoubtedly  takes  care  of  its  interefis,  and-  attends  to 
*'  whatever  concerns  his  dtfciples ;  and  being  vakh  a  pcrlbn^ 
^  and  taking  care  of  him  are,  in  the  language  of  fexiptore, 
*'  equivalent  expreflions.  See  Gren.  xxi.  ao.  aa.  zxviii  15. 
**  xxxix.  2  *."  This  b  very  true.  But  the  Dodor  fin^els 
to  tell  his  reader,  that  in  the  paflaj^  re£erred  to,  this  being 
witb  a  Perfon  denotes  God's  taking  care  of  him ;  and  thai 
it  is  a  care  extending  to  all  places  where  the  Perfoa  nuy  be, 
Gen.  xxi'iii.  15.  and  to  aU  adions,  chap.  zzi.  22.  Now, 
this  is  all  that  we  aiTcrt;  with  this  difference  only,  that 
what  is  fpoken,  in  the  places  cited,  of  an  individual,  is  here 
promifed  to  a  colledHve  body  in  fucceffion. 

Dr  P.  adds ;  "  Befides,  Chrift  having  a  near  relation  to 
"  this  eartli,  may  even  be  perfonaUy  prefent  with  his  difci- 
**  pics  when  they  little  think  of  it."  I  need  not  lay,  that 
by  ^'  being  perfonally  prefent,"  he  means  the  prefenoe  of 
his  human  nature  oidy.  Now,  after  this  pofition,  our  au- 
thor will  find  it  very  difficult  to  maintain  his  ground  agunil 
the  churdi  of  Rome.  He  is  more  nearly  allied  to  her  than 
he  imagines.  I  ihould  wifh  to  know  how  he  is  pleaied  to 
difpofe  of  fuch  a  palTage  as  this  ?  Hejballfend  Jefus  Cbriftf 
'^wbom  the  beaven  mujl  receive^  until  tbe  times  of  refiitU' 
tion  of  all  things^  A6b  iii.  20,  21.  I  might  alfo  refer  to 
that,  though  we  bave  known  Cbrijl  after  tbeflefb^  yet  now 
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hdtiefitrth  Jbnw  we  Urn'  nd  more^  2  Cor.  v.  i6.  But  the 
Do^bor  has  his  aniVrer  readj.  Chrift  may  know  his  difci* 
^les  i^ter  thtJUJh^  or  according  to  die  human  nature,  when 
diejr  do  not  know  hini  in  this  way,  that  is,  '^  when  the  j  little 
^  tiu&  of  it*"*  Our  author  {eems  to  differ  much  from  the 
glofi<m'  Perlbn  of  whom  he  thus  fpeaks,  who  laid  to  hid 
heahsrs,  Tbt  JU/b  profiteib  tmbing^  John  vi.  63.  But  the 
promile  can  be  of  little  lervice  to  Dr  P.  even  according  to 
his'  own  explanation.  For  it  is  not  matter  of  fisdth  with 
lum,  liot  ofdj  of  probability :  *^  Chrift— «oaf  be  perfonally ' 
**  pR&nt.'*  After  this,  however,  he  may  fpare  his  ridicule 
at  tlie  dofirine  of  Tj-anfuhfiantiation,  For  if  Chrift  may 
be  pffcfimt  as  to  his  human  nature,  when  his  difciples  '*  lit- 
^  de  diinik  of  it:*'  that  is,  when  they  have  no  fenfible  evi-^ 
deiioe  of  his  prefisnce,  it  will  be  difficult  for  the  Dodor  to 
prave,  that  he  may  not  be  prefeat,  as  to  his  real  body  and 
UoodJ  idienbis  difciples  can  lee,  and  feel,  and  tafte  nothing 
bdt  bread  and  wine. 

Thus,  both  PapiRs  and  Sodnians  hold  a  real  bodily 
pKfisnoe^  and  they  perfefily  agree  in  this  important  pointy 
diat  Je&s  may  be  really  prefent,  Avithout  fenfible  figns.  He 
who  bdieves  this,  has  already  fwallowed  the  moft  unpalata^ 
bk  morfel  in  the  dodrine  of  tranfubftantiation.  For,  ac« 
oorfing  to  the  con&ffion  of  Roman  Catholics  themfehres, 
gftat  88  the  miracle  of  the  converfion  of  the  wafer  into  the 
bcdy  and  blood  of  Chrift  is,  that  of  his  being  thus  reaUy 
pKC&Bt^  without  any  evidence  to  the  fenles,  is  £tf  more 
amazing  and  ftupenduoog  ^. 

But  the  Dodor  does  not  therefore  affert  the  omnipre« 
finioe  of  Chrift.  He  has  difcovered  that  the  difciples  can 
do  widioat  this.  ^  It  is  by  no  means  neceffary,"  he  fays, 
^  that  he  be  perfonally  prefent  every  where  at  the  fame 
^  time."    I  fnfpeded  that  matteis  would  have  this  end,  al« 
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thou^  the  Dodor  begun  with  infiorming  us,  that  **•  Chrift 
<<  attends  to  whatever  concerns  his  difciples.**  What  is  to 
become  of  thofe  poor  creatmesy  with  whom  he  does  not 
hs^pen  to  be  perfonall j  prefent,  in  die  time  of  dieir  neoef- 
fity?  How  does  he  attend  to  their  concerns?  Letysheav 
our  author.  ^  It  is  b j  no  means  neceflarj^ — fince  God  mmj 
communicate  to  him  a  power  of  knowing  diflaat  e¥eots»  oC 
which  he  appeared  to  be  poflefled  when  Lazams  was 
**'  fick."  But,  P^J»  what  does  the  power  of  knowing  dif- 
tant  events  iignif j,  vdthout  the  power  of  aflifiing  crerj 
believer  ?  If  but  one  be  negleded,  the  woik  of  the  Media- 
tor is  imperfsA.  And  if  he  is  not  every  where  pfdcn^ 
either  myriads  muft  be  negleded ;  or  it  remains  to  be  pro- 
ved, that  the  neceflities  of  Chriftians  are  {b  difpofed,  diak 
every  one  can  wait  till  it  come  to  his  turn  to  be  relieved. 
If  Jefus  has  only  the  ^^  power  of  knowing  diflant  events,** 
without  that  of  fuccouring  every  individual,  would  he  not 
be  as  well  without  it  ?  Such  a  power  can  be  of  very  little 
advantage  to  tl^  multitude  of  tbtm  who-  bdieve  :  and  it  maSt 
rather  give  pain,  than  pleafure,  to  the  poileflbr ;  becanfc 
he  mufl  feel  himfelf  in  the  fituation  of  one  who  knows  the 
miferj  of  a  beloved  friend,  but  by  reafon  of  diflance,  c^ 
multiplicity  of  engagements,  can  be  of  no  fervice  to  him» 
How  can  he  be  head  over  all  things^  who  can  attend  to  fbme 
things  only  ?  When  on  fome  emergency,,  he  happens  to  be 
on  earth,  if  a  greater  occur,  and  the  cry  reach  to  heaven^ 
what  is  to  be  done  ?  Is  the  work  performed  by  another  ? 
Then,  the  unity  of  the  divine  adminiftration  is  deftroyed ; 
and  fomething  is  taken  out  of  his  hand,^  into  whofe  band  alt 
things  have  b^en  given.  But  how  could  all  power  be  givem 
unto  hiffiy  who  has  only /ome  power ;  nay,  rather  knowledge 
than  power  ?  The  Do&or,  indeed,  ferioufly  gives  as  ridi- 
culous a  defcription  of  him  whom  he  calls  his  Saviour,  as 
Elijah  ironically  gave  of  Baal.    His  dilciples  will  need  to 
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cry  ahud;  for  peradventure  their  Lord  is  on  a  Journey  1 
I  Kings  xviii.  27. 

Bat  after  all,  our  author  is.  not  certain,  whether  God 
really  communicates  this  **  power  of  knowing  diftant  events" 
to  Je&Sy  or  whether  he  had  this  ''  when^^azarus  was  iick :" 
His  fiudi  is  of  a  very  doubtful  kind.  It  (till  refls  in  may 
be*s  and  appearances.  ^  He  may  communicate.-'-He  ap* 
^  peared  to  be  poflefled."  The  only  thing  of  which  the 
Dodor  feems  certain,  is,  that,  even  in  \m  fuppqfitionsj  he 
does  not  grant  too  much  honour  to  the  Redeemer.  *^  This 
**  is  certednly^**  he  fays,  *<  no  greater  power  than  God  may 
M  c<»nmunicate  to  any  of  his  creatures."  Pray,  do  take  care. 
Sir,  that  nothing  more  be  afcribed  to  the  Son  of  God,  than 
may  be  given  to  any  creature^  however  low  'in  the  fcale  of 
being.  You  certainly  do  God  fervicey  in  doing  all  in  your 
power  agamft  the  name  of  ^efus  of  Nazareth.  Whatever 
be  your  error,  it  is  not  that  of  honouring  the  Son  as  tie 
Father. 

But  it  gives  onr  author  no  trouble,  that  his  comment  is  a 
flat  denial  of  the  text.  Jefus  £iiys  to  his  difciples,  Xo,  /  am 
with  you  ALWAYS.  Dr  P.  lays,  that  he  is  with  them  at 
times  only.  Jefus  gives  his  difciples  reafon  to  believe,  that 
diey  conflantly  need  his  prefence.  *^  Nay,"  fays  the  Doc- 
tor, **  this  is  by  no  means  neceflary.''  Jefus  afTures  them, 
that  aH  power  is  given  unto  him  in  heaven^  and  in  earthy 
which,  one  would  think,  implied  divine  power.  Our  au« 
thor  is  perfuaded,  that  Jefus  is  deititute  of  the  moH  necef- 
iary  power,  that  of  being  every  where  prefent,  in  order  to 
relieve  his  difciples  :  and  is  not  certain,  if  he  has  even  that 
of  knowing  their  neceflities.  Of  this  alone  he  b  certazUf 
that  Jefus  has  no  power  given  him  that  may  not  be  **  com- 
**  municated  to  any  creature"  in  heaven,  or  in  earth. 

Having  illuibrated  the  futility  of  Dr  P.'s  expofition,  it 
may  be  proper  to  obferve  a  few  things  concem'mg  this  pro« 
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Qiife.  Theic  is  a.  zraiariufale  correfpoDdenoe  btlwtca.  it 
and  what  i^c  have  in  Hag.  L  13.  I  am  with  jom^  JaUk  f&i 
Lard.  The  Evangrlift  nfis  the  very  ivoids  a£  the  Sevoiy, 
with  no  vanaDoo,  but  thatiif  anangenicaLi  Thc.Grack 
£iirlj  ezprcdes  'the  fioroe  of  that  phrafeohgy  in  dbe  fie- 
bfvwy  b J  which  God  flill  denotes  his  own  pwcfence  in  die 
cfanrdu  We  hare  the  &me  ponnifey  with  an  importnt 
enhrgeoMnty  addiefled  to  Zembbabd  and  Joflma^  chap*  iL 
4f  5-  B^A'^'f^  omd  work^  for  lamwiAyom^  fiuA  tht  Imd 
rfbojb^  vnih  the  Word  tbat  I  comenaaUd  wab  joth  wkvjv 
emme  out  of  Egjp*  ;  and  my  Spirit  rtmaiaimg  mmm^  jwh 
This  we  have  el&where  fliewn  to  be  the  litenl  tranflndo* 
«f  the  paflage**  Now,  ddicr  thefie  words,  lam  waitiymt^ 
fpoken  by  Chrift  to  his  difciples,  haie  die  &ino  sieaningaa 
when  delivered  by  Hagg^  as  the  meflGige^oC  jEHOTjai( 
OTi  die  fiervams  of  the  Lofd,  in  go^pd  times,  have^lefr^n* 
conragement  than  thole  whom  he  called  to.  tasr^,mickr  the 
faw* 

The  promiie  evidently  imports  a  f«fl«n»  aninCennptetT. 
prefence :  /  am  vn'tb  you  all  days,  or  at  aOtimts.  There 
is  not  only  the  ufe  of  that  fingidar  and  emphatic  expieflbny 
vfm  iifu^  I  am^  correfponding  widi  the  langoage  of  God  an« 
der  the  Old  Tefiament ;  but  the  prefent  and  fiitore  are  at 
once  connefted :  /  am  with  you'^'to  tie  end  of  tie  vmrUL 
We  have  no  example  of  the  ufe  of  this  langaage,  but  by  • 
divine  Pedbn.  Thus  God  exprefles  his  immutable  exiflenoe, 
by  joining  the  prefent,  fometimes  with  the  pafi,  .and  fome- 
times  with  the  future ;  fignifying,  that  how  much  Ibever 
die  creature  may  change,  there  is  no  change  with  hinu 
From  tie  time  iiat  it  waSf  there  I  am^  lEs.  xlviii.  i6.  Evem 
to  your  old  age  I  am  he,  chap.  xlvL  4.  If  Jefiis  be  not 
God,  he  at  leaft  aflames  his  peculiar  language.  But  he  is^ 
indeed,  the  Jamg  ye/lerday,  to-day ,  and  for  iver^  Heb.  siL  8* 

Befides,  he  introduces  this  promiCe  widi  a  note  of  adoo* 

ration, 
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Tttdoo,  Xo  /  Tins  is  die  very  manner  in  wMeh  God  fore* 
ibid  that  be  wobld  auKNince  himfidf  to  bis  churcb  in  tbe 
laft  times.    Tbere  is  one  propbecy  tbat  may  well  carry  ter* 
srar  to  the  beart  of  a  Socinian.      Mj  Name  continuaUf 
€very  dty  is  blaffbemecL      ^btrefare^  my  peopU  Jball  know 
mf  Name;  tberrfwre  they  JbaU  Jbtow^  in  tbat  day^  tbat  I  am 
it  that  doib  Jpeak^  Beboldj  k  is  I;  cft^  rather,  without  the 
€ap^ktmtalt .  BebM^  or,  Xa,  /,  Ba.  IIL  6.    This  ieems  to  be 
ipotnted  oot  as  the  very  language  that  the  God  of  Ifrael 
-would  utter,  in  the  Gofpel  diipenladon,  as  difcovering  faim- 
ielf  to  bi^  people.    For  be  is  introduced  as  fpeaking  with 
wttffcBt  to  the  Gentiles,  chap.  bcv.  i.  I  faidy  Behold  me^  Be^ 
hold  me*    With  fmlly  as  much  propriety  it  may  be  read, 
SehaUf  L    For  the  word  is  the  fame  in  the  Hebrew  as  in 
•diafi.-liL6.  and,  in  the 'Septuagint,  it  is  tranflated  in  the 
very  language  ufed  by  the  ETangeUft  Matthew,  in  reccnr- 
ding  die  words  of  Jefus,  I^  mfu.    The  expreffion  fcems  to 
•fignify  that  Jihis  glorious  Speaier  was  clearly  to  unfold  his. 
own  excellency,  diat  he  was  one  tebo  Jbould  hear  witnefs.  of 
himfe^j  John  viii.  i8.-    When  the  woman  of  Samaria  faid, 
/  Imow  tbat  Mejjias  cometh,  Jefus  anfwered  her  in  the  very 
language  of  God  by  the  profit -,  /,  tbat  /peak  unto  thee, 
am  *.     And,  truly,  all  his  genuine  difciples  know  that  it  is 
he  tbat  doth  fpeak  diefe  comfortable  words,  Xo,  /  am  with 
you.     It  is  worthy  of  our  notice,  that  immediately  aft^ 
diat  remarkable  declaration  in  I£uah,  there  follows  a  very 
pathetic  defcription  of  the  (ervants  of  Chrift  who  were  to 
go  forth  preaching  the  Gofpel,  beginning  at  yerufalem.^^ 
How  beautiful  upon  tbe  mountains  are  tbe  feet  of  him  that 
hringetb  good  tidings^    that  publifbeth  peace^    that  bring- 
.  etb  good  tidings   of  good,  tbat  publi/beth  JalvatioUy  that 
fiitb  onto  Ziouj  Ifby  God  reignetbf  ver.  7  f.  as  if  tbe  Spirit 
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of  Chrtfl  would  tejlify  before  band  the  very  drcnmflaiito 
in  which  he  ihoald  expreisly  utter  the  language  under  coo- 
fideration,  to  his  fervants.  Go  ye^  and  teacb  oB  natioms^  and 
loy  I  am  witbyou  ;  and  that  all  their  flrength  for  that  wofk* 
and  comfort  in  it,  depended  on  diis  declaration. 

I  (hall  only  add,  that  Jefiis  appropriates  this  divine  lan- 
guage to  himlelf,  at  the  very  time  that  he  commanded  the 
difciples  to  baptize  all  nations  in  bis  Nanu^  as  well  as  it 
that  of  the  Father  and  Spirit.  The  force  of  this  command 
may  be  afterwards  illuftrated. 

On  other  occafions,  our  Lord  fpeaks  of  himfelf  in  die 
fame  ftyle.  He  {aid  to  the  Jews,  If  ye  believe  not  thai  I  am^ 
yejhall  die  in  yourjinsy  John  viii.  14.  He  evidently  fpeaks 
in  this  manner,  with  refped  to  his  divine  origin,  which  he 
declared  to  be  unknown  to  the  Jews,  ver.  14.  Te  ca$mot  ieB 
fvbence  I  come.  Now,  he  could  not  have  &id  this  in  troth, 
had  he  had  no  higher  origin  than  his  birth  of  Mary.  For 
with  this  they  were  all  acquainted.  Matt.  xiii.  55.  He  had 
faid,  /  am  not  alonej  but  I  and  tbe  Fatber  tbat  fent  me^  ver. 
16.  language  which  we  cannot  conceive  to  be  applicable,  in 
any  fenfe,  to  a  creature.  He  had  declared  that  they  did  not 
know  his  Father,  and  that  if  they  had  known  him,  they 
would  have  known  his  Father  alfo,  ver.  19.  He  had  (aid, 
as  in  the  verfe  immediately  preceding,  /  am  from  above. 
That  this  diredUy  refpeffa  his  origin,  we  learn  from  the  uli? 
of  the  fame  language  by  John  Baptift ;  who  contrafts  his 
own  eartbly  origin  with  his,  who,  being  from  above^  muft 
of  neceflity  be  above  aU^  chap.  iii.  31,  In  the  clofe  of  this 
difcourfe,  our  Lord  ufes  that  remarkable  expreffion.  Before 
Ahabam  was^  I  amy  ver.  58,  It  is  clear  that  he  proclaims 
himfelf  to  be  a  divine  Perfon.  For  when  Abraham  is 
fpoken  of,  the  verb  ymijm  is  ufed.  But  tiiu  is  introduced  tp 
exprefe  the  exiflence  of  the  Saviour.  The  firft  properly 
denotes  fuch  a  being  as  implies  beginning,  and  refers  to 
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birth  or  creation.  But  the  other  is  alwajs  ufed,  when  felf- 
cdAen(5e  is  meant.  The  fame  diitindioii  is  here  obferved, 
«s  in  the  introdudion  to  this  Gofpel.  Whereas  the  Evan- 
gelift  fiiys,  In  the  beginning  w,  was  the  Wordj  the  exiftence 
of  all  creatures  is  very  diflerendj  exprefled  j  All  things 
sytnrOf  were  made  hy  him.  Thus  our  Lord  oppofes  hb  own 
eternal  exiftence  to  the  mahingy  or,  which  is  the  iame,  to  the 
birth  of  Abraham.  He  alfo  fpeaks  of  his  own  exiftence  in 
the  prefent  time,  while  that  of  Abraham  is  exprefled  in  the 
paft :  Before  Abraham  was  made^  or,  born^  I  am.  Thus,  he 
oppofes  the  immutability  of  his  exiftence  to  the  chan^ble 
nature  of  the  creature.  Here  there  feems  to  be  a  tacit, 
thdogh  ftrikmg  reply  to  their  own  teftimony  concerning 
Abraham  and  the  prophets,  ver.  53.  Art  thou  greater  than 
tmr  father  Abraham^  who  is  deadf  And  the  prophets'  are 
dead.  It  was  a  fiill  anfwer  to  the  queftion  fubjoined,  whom 
makejl  thou  thyfelff  It  is  as  if  he  had  laid,  ^'  By  your  own 
^  confeilion,  the  moft  that  can  be  (aid  of  Abraham,  is,  that 
**  he  was  \  but,  in  every  period  of  time,  it  may  juftly  be 
"  £ud  of  me,  that  / am**  Thefe words muft  be  viewed  in 
their  connexion  with  the  awful  declaration  he  had  formerly 
made,  ver.  24.  If  ye  believe  not  that  /  am^  ye  Jhall  die  in 
your  fins.  They  were  fo  to  believe  this,  as  to  be  affured  in 
their  minds  that  he  exifted  before  Abraham.  This  faith 
alone  could  preferve  them  from  condemnation. 

To  iay,  that  this  is  a  mere  enallage^  is  ridiculous.  For 
we  cannot  fuppofe  lo  unufual  a  change  of  the  prefent  for 
the  paft,  without  a  very  peculiar  reafon.  Some  have  pre- 
tended, that  our  Lord  here  fpeaks  of  his  being  before  Abra* 
hamf  as  to  the  decree.  But  it  has  been  juftly  urged  in  reply, 
that  the  word  et/u  am^  when  ufed  abfolutely,  denotes  aBual 
exiftence,  and  that  thb  is  confirmed  by  the  ufe  of  the  pronoun 
fyw,  /  ;  that  there  is  nothing  in  the  context  to  fliew  that  the 
language  of  our  Saviour  is  not  to  be  underftood  abfolutely ; 
that,  as  the  queftion  propofed  by  the  Jews  refpeded  his  per- 
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foDsl  exiftence,  whether  he  haAftm  Jiiraham^  if  his  aofmr 
did  not  alfo  refpefi  this,  it  va3  not  in  pomt ;  and  thaCf  lait 
was  our  Lord's  defign  to  fliew  that  he  was  older  than  Abn^ 
ham,  if  he  doly  declared,  that  he  was  five-ordained  in  Ae 
purpofe  of  God,  before  Abraham's  birth,  it  proved  nothing; 
becaufe,  in  the  £une  fenfe,  every  one  of  his  heareia  mi^ 
have  claimed  a  priority  *. 

To  fuppofe  that  Jefus  meant  to  evade  a  direft  anfwcr.to 
their  qneftion,  is  to  do  him  the  greateft  iajury.  It  is  to 
charge  him  with  the  profanation  of  a  folemn  oa4i.  For^be 
pre&ces  his  decla,ratiQn  with  thefe  words,  jSmm^  amm% 
which  he  never  ufes,  but  on  the  mod  important  nrcafioos 
and  interefting  fubjeds.  For  this  was  the  Jewifli  mode  cC 
fwearing ;  and  as  ufed  by  him,  ezprefles  his  moft  iolemn 
teftimony ,  as  the  Amen^  tie  faithful  and  true  wtmfr.  Hess 
alfo  we  find  him  expreiBng  himfelf  in  language  never  em- 
ployed, either  by  prophets,  or  by  apoftles ;  Verify^  verify^ 
I  SAT  unto  you.  The  prophets  had  always  exhibited  God 
as  the  fpeaker.  Their  common  introdn^on  was,  TZanf 
faith  the  Lord.  The  apoftles  never  delivered  a  mefiage  in 
their  own  name.  Biit  Jefus  itill  exprefled  himfelf  in  this 
maiiner. 

The  vanity  of  another  Socinian  fubterfiige,  that  our  Lord 
means  to  aflert  his  exiftence,  before  Abraham  was  muuUf 
^^the  father  of  many  nations^  has  been  fully  illuftrated  by 
Dr  Whitby,  in  his  expofition  of  this  paiTage.  But  it  is  b 
^gregiouily  mean,  that  the  Jews  them&lves,  though,  for  the 
honour  of  their  father  Abraham,  they  had  inclined  to  tor- 
ture our  Saviour's  language,  would  have  blufhed  to  have 
ufed  it. 

Dr  P.  gives  another  view  of  thefe  words.  **  The  mean- 
*^  ing  of  this  paiTage,"  he  fays,  '^  clearly  is,  that  Abraham 
^'forefaw  the  day  of  Chrift,  and  that  Chrift  was  the  fiibjefi 
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^  of  prophecy  before  the  tunes  of  Abraham  V*  It  is  fome- 
IMWS  of  .ffceat  .ufe,  in  a  bad  caufe,  for  a  man  to  ieem.  confi- 
ieot  of  it9  joodneis.  But  matters  are  not  quite  fo  cUar  as 
the  DoAor  apprehends.  For  the  queftion,  to  which  this 
was  ibenfwery  was  not,  **  Hath  Abraham  feen  thee  ?"  but, 
Bqfi  ttom  Jem  Ahrabam  f  And  furel j,  there  is  a  confidera- 
Ue  dtfEbrenoe  between  the  two.  What  Abraham  law,  was 
the  day  of  Chrift.  But  if  Chrift's  reply  has  any  relation 
to  tbe  queftion,  or  any  meaning ;  what  he  law,  was  Abra« 
ham  bimfjf.  The  learned  gentleman,  in  his  view,  blends 
two  things  totally  different.  The  jews  £eem  to  have  at 
firft  mifimderftood  our  Saviour,  when  he  laid,  Abraham 
fino  my  JUy ;  as  if  he  had  afferted,  that  he  had  feen  Abra« 
ham's  day.  Therefore  they  faid,  TlLou  art  not  yet  fifty 
jmri  oUf  and  bafi  thou  feen  Abraham  /  But  Jefus,  in  his 
reply,  fliews  them  that  what  they  inferred  by  miftake,  was 
tme  in  it{el£  Had  he  iaid,  ^  Before  Abraham  was,  I  tuox,'* 
it  wonld  have  been  lels  ridiculous  to  have  explained  it  of 
hb  being  '*  the  fubjefi  of  prophecy."  But  what  does  our 
andior  make  of  that  expreilion,  I  am?  However,  though 
it  had  been,  /  wo/,  the  fenfe  impoted  by  him  would  Hill  be 
extremely  unnatural.  What  would  the  Jews  have  thought 
of  John  Baptift,  had  he  told  them  that  he  was  before  Jere- 
miah, (ecretly  meaning  that  he  had  been  propbefied  of  by 
Ifiiah  ?  If  the  learned  writer  have  no  clearer  illuftratioos 
of  fcripture  to  offer  to  the  public,  for  the  honour  of  the 
word  of  God,  and  for  the  credit  of  his  own  underflanding, 
which  perhaps  weighs  as  much  with  him,  he  had  better 
confine  himfelf  to  ftudies  that  feem  more  fuitable  to  his 
genius. 

He  adds ;  **  This  laying  of  our  Lord  is  iUuftrated  by 
**  what  the  author  of  the  epiiUe  to  the  Hebrews  fays  con- 
*  ceniing  all  the  ancient  worthies,  T^ns.  that  they  aU  died  in 
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^^faitbf  not  having  received  the  promifes^  hut  baiwng  fim 
**  them  afar  off.  In  this  manner,  therefore,  Abraham  fat 
^  the  day  of  Chrift."  This  quotation,  indeed,  iUufintei 
the  fir  ft  **  faying  of  our  Lord." — He  /aw  itf  and  was  gU, 
But  what  comes  of  ^t/econdf  Before  Abraham  was^  Jam, 
Though  Abraham  faw  the  day  of  Chrift  afar  off^  what  it 
this  to  the  purpofe  of  Chrift's  feeing  Abraham,  thou^  he ; 
did  not  fecm  to  he  fifty  years  old  i 


Dr  Pr'filey*^  ohjeliion  to  the  argument  Jrom  the  ufeofthe 
titk^  I   AM,  confidered*^ 
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TH  E  only  notice  that  our  author  diredly  takes  of  tlus 
remarkable  expreffion,  is  in  the  following  obferva- 
tion.  **  As  to  thofe  who  think  that  our  Lord  meant  to  m- 
**  timate  that  he  was  truly  and  properly  God  becaufe  he 
"  ufed  that  expreffion  /  am^  by  which  the  true  God  annoiffl- 
**  ced  himfelf  to  Mofes,  they  will  perhaps  be  fienfible  how 
**  little  ftrefe  is  to  be  laid  upon  it,  when  they  are  informed, 
**  that,  though  ihe  fame  phrafe  occurs  very  often  in  the 
"  hiftory  of  Chrift,  our  tranflators  themfelves  in  every  place 
•*  excepting  this,  render  it  by  /  am  he^  that  is,  I  am  the 
••  Chrift.  It  is  ufed  in  this  fenfe  ia  the  24th  verfe  of  this 
"  Chapter,  If  ye  believe  not  that  I  am  hcy  ye  Jhall  die  in 
your  fins.  And  again  in  the  28th  verfe.  When  ye  JbaU 
{have)  lift  up  the  Son  of  many  then  /hall  ye  know  that  I 
"  am  he  "."  lliis,  then,  is  the  mighty  proof  of  **  the 
•*  little  ftrels  to  be  laid  upon  it," — the  authority  of  a  tranf- 
lation.  Can  this  be  the  fame  perfon,  who,  in  the  page  im- 
mediately preceding,  quarrels  with  the  tranflation  of  that 
f  xpreffion  in  Phil.  ii.  6.  rendered  e^ual  with  Cod.     ^uasf 
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tmm  fmrtatus  ah  iOo  f  But  this  gentleman  can,  either  contra- 
dift  our  Venerable  tranflators  point-blank,  or  argue  from 
thor  verfion,  as  if  they  had  been  infpired ;  jufi  as  it  fuits 
the  prefcnt  purpofe.    It  is  evident,  however,  that  they  wifli 
die  reader  to  obferve,  that  the  pronoun  be  \s9i  fupplement, 
as  it  IS  inierted  in  different  charaAers  from  the  reft  of  the 
verfe.     The  Doflor  is  miftaken,  when  he  afferts  that  "  our 
'''  tranflators,  in  every  place,  excepting  this,  render  the  ex- 
**  preiBon,  I  am  he**    For  in  three  different  places,  it  is  ren- 
dered. It  is  L    When  Jefus  came  walking  on  the  waters^ 
it  was  thus  he  rebuked  the  fear  of  the  difciples  *,  Be  not 
afraid  iyu  cifu,  literally,  I  am^  Matt.  xiv.  27.  Mark  vi.  5^. 
John  vi.  20.  Here  he  evidently  utters  the  language  in  whidi 
God  was  wont  to  addreis  their  fathers  *,   Fear  not^  I  am 
mib  tbee^  lia.  xli.  10.     He  declares  himfelf  to  be  a  Perfon 
of  fuch  dignity  and  power  that  his  prefence  ought  to  i^^ 
move  all  unbelieving  fear. 

Dr  P.  cannot  refiife,  that  *^  the  true  Cxod  announced  him- 
•*  felf  to  Mofes"  by  that  cxpreffion  which  our  Lord  ufes. 
The  learned  Whitby,  before  he  became  Socinian,  under- 
ftood  this  language  as  relating  to  the  Deity  of  Chrift«  Find- 
ing, however,  that  it  is  mentioned  as  an  expreflion  com- 
mon with  the  falfe  Cbrijls  he  offers  the  following  folution 
of  the  difficulty.  "  As  for  the  phrafe,  eyw  him,  I  am,  let  it 
'^  be  noted,  that  in  the  other  Evangelifis  it  is  only  ufed  to 
"  fignify  what  the  falfe  Chrifls  would  fay,  and  fo  can  have 
"  no  other  import  than  /  am  the  Chrijl ;  but  in  this  Gofpel 
*'  it  leems  to  fignify,  /  am  the  Son  of  God;  for  he  that  faith 
"^  lamyi^  ♦•" 

But  I  am  willing  to  give  all  its  force  to  Dr  P.'s  objedion, 
and  to  admit  that,  whenever  Chrift  ufes  this  expreflion,  it 
refpeds  him  even  as  Meffiah.  Yet  I  muft  refufe  the  Doc- 
tor's inference,  that  therefore  it  '^  does  not  mean  the  eternal 

"  God." 
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^  God."  For  the  onlj  Mci&ali  odiibited  in  ibriipdizei  ii 
GodmamfeftedintbeJUfi.  The  iRf^EMof  theSon  itabiaji 
aflumed,  by  Sodniassy  as  a  fafficient  objefiioo  to  his  eqndi- 
tj  with  the  Father.  But  as  they  allow  that  Jebotab  vfis 
dus  language  in  the  Old  Tefiament,  if  it  Wfifitxt  thathe 
ufies  it  in  the  charafler  of  one  fnU^  it  mnft  fixHow  that  ds 
objeflioQ  receives  a  fiill  anfwer  from  God  himiielf. 

It  may  certainly  be  laid  down  as  a  firft  prindple,  dnthe 
who  fpoke  to  Mo(ia  was  the  true  God.    For  the  Doflior 
has  acknowledged  that  **  the  true  God  announced  himfiif 
*<  to  Moles  by  that  expreflion  lam."    But  the  Holy  S^ 
informs  ns,  that  he  who  fpoke  in  this  manner  was  an  An- 
gel :  TZf  Angel  of  tin  Lordappeared  unto  Urn  in  a  flamt  ^ 
fire^  Ota  of  the  mid/i  of  a  hujb^  Ex.  iiL  2.     It  cannot  be  fidd 
thati  although  an  Angel  appeared,  it  was  Jehovah  himUf 
who  fpoke.    For  the  glorious  Speaker  commands  Moles  to 
&y:  Jehovah  the  God  of  your  fathers^  the  Godof  Ahrth 
iaptf  oflJaaCf  and  of  Jacobs  appeared  unto  me^  ver.  z6.   The 
Ferfon  that  Jpoie,  was  the  fame  that  appeared  unto  Mofes  \ 
and  he  who  appeared,  was  the  God  of  Abraham,     Moles 
was  folly  convinced  of  this.   For  he  was  afraid  to  look  upon 
Godt  ver.  6.     Socinians,  by  refiiimg  that  this  Angel  was  a 
divine  Perfon,  produce  that  very  objedHon  which  Mofes  cx- 
pefted  to  meet  with  from  the  ignorant  and  ifaibbom  Ifrae* 
lites.     They  will  fay^  Jehovah  hath  not  appeared  unto  tbee, 
chap.  iv.  I.     But  that  he  might  be  able  to  make  an  efiec- 
tual  reply  to  it,  God  gives  him  the  power  of  working  mi- 
racles, adding  as  the  reafon  of  the  gift  \ — that  they  may  be- 
lieve that  Jehovah,  the  God  of  their  /others,  hath  appeared 
unto  thee,  ver.  5. 

It  is  weU  known,  that  the  Septuagint  was  commonly  nfied 
among  the  Jews,  at  the  time  that  the  New  Tefiament  wis 
wrote.  Now,  it  deierves  our  particular  attention,  that  oor 
Lord  adopts  that  very  phraleology  concerning  himfelfi  Rev. 
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L  8*  that  ia  u&d  by  the  Seventy  to  expreis  the  language  in 
'^  which  tho  troe  God  annoimced  himfelf  to  Mofes/'  In  both 
^■oeB  we  have  that  exprefEon,  Etm  ttfu  o  w.  But  Jeiiui^ 
knowing  that  this  was  the  very  language  by  which  the  Jews 
denoted  the  true  and  felf-exifient  God,  if  this  charader  does 
not  belong  to  him,  intrenched  on  the  honours  of  Deity,  by 
arrogating  them  to  himfelf.  I  need  not  take  dme  to  fliew 
that  Jefis  is  the  fpeaker  in  Rev,  i.  8.  This  is  undeniable 
fiom  his  claiming  the  fame  charafiers  with  thoCe  unqueiUooa^ 
Uy  claimed  by  him  ver.  ii.  17.  chap.  ii.  8.  zxiL  13. 

An  Angel  was  afterwards  promifed  as  the  leader  of  IfraeL 
God  frid;  BeMdf  1  fend  an  Angel btfore  thee^  to  keep  thee 
in  tie  toof ,  and  to  bring  tbee  unto  the  place  which  I  hone  pr^ 
mi^eim  By  way  of  difHnfiion,  Grod  calls  him  hie  Angel ; 
hBm  Angd  JbaU  go  before  thee,  £z«  xziiL  ao.  13.  From 
die  aoooont  given  of.  this  Angel,  in  the  hock,  of  £zodns»  we 
mi^bt  bfiely  conclude  that  it  was  he  who  appeared  to  Mofes, 
and  revealed  himfelf  as  the  I  AM.  The  work  afBgned 
him  was  that  of  bringing  Ifrael  into  the  place  which  God 
had  prepared.  But  the  Angel  who  appeared  'to  Mofes  in  a 
flame  of  fire  claimed  this  work  as  his :  I  am  come  dovm-^^ 
to  bring  them  up  into  agoodlandf  chapi.  iii.  8.  vi.  8.  The 
diaxmifktrs  given  him  are  divine :  My  Name  is  in  him^  chap» 
zaiiL  ai.  His  voice  is  fpoken  of  as  the  fame  with  God's^ 
ver.  aa.  chap.  xix.  5: 

But  we  have  clear  evidence  firom  fbripture,  that  the  An- 
gel promifed  was  he  who  appeared  unto  Moles.  For  Ste«> 
phen  declares  concerning  this  Prophet,  that  God  fent  him 
a  rmler  and  deliverer  by  the  hand  of  the  Angel  who  appeared 
to  him  in  the  bujh^  A£b  vii.  35.  This  does  not  merely  fig« 
nify  that  God  employed  this  Angel  in  the  miffion  of  Mofeii 
but  that  Mofes  was  in  the  hand  of  this  Angel,  as  long  as  he 
fiifiained  the  charaders  mentioned,  that  is,  as  long  as  he  was 
m  die  churdi  in  die  wildemeflk    Therefore,  when  it  is 

afterwards 
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afterwards  (aid,  This  is  be  thai  was  in  the  cimreb  ar  the  wH" 
demefs^  witb  the  Angel  wbofpake  to  bim  im  tbe  mommi  Simm, 
ver.  38.  though  the  latter  ezprcffion  may  more  immedBtB- 
Ij  refped  the  delivering  of  the  law,  yet  it  may  be  ratcadcd 
to  the  revelation  fiormerly  made  to  Mofes  by  this  Angd  is 
the  lame  moontain.  For  concerning  this  Stephen  bad  frid; 
There  appeared  to  him  in  the  wildemejs  of  moamt  Smai^  am 
Angel  of  the  Lord  in  aflame  of  fire  in  a  bujhj  ver.  3c.  Al- 
though it  fliould  be  urged,  that  the  giving  of  the  law  aloae 
is  meant,  ftill  it  would  follow,  that  he  who  /pake  to  Mo/e$^ 
face  to  face  J  as  God,  fufiained  a  delegated  charaAer ;  aod 
that  this  was  the  fiuth  of  true  liiaelites  in  the  days  id  Sti^ 
phen. 

It  is  evident  that  both  Moles  and  the  Ilraelites  oetifidcred 
the  Angel,  who  was  pnnnifed  them,  as  divine.  When  diey 
provoked  God  by  worlhipping  the  golden  calf,  he  direaten- 
ed  that  he  would  not  go  up  in  tbe  midft  of  them^  £zod« 
zzziii.  3.  The  reafon  of  the  intercelGon  of  Mcrfies,  and  of 
the  mourning  of  the  people,  was  not  that  God  had  fixrmefly 
promifed  his  own  prefence,  but  now  that  of  an  Angel  only  ^ 
nor  that  he  had  formerly  promifed  the  uncreated  Angel, 
but  now  a  created  one.  For  he  had  never  engaged  to  give 
them  his  prefence,  otherwife  than  by  fending  an  AngeL 
With  this  both  Mv.<fes  and  Ifrael  were  fatisfied,  accounting 
it  the  divine  prefence.  But  flill  there  was  an  important  dif- 
ference. God  had  formerly  promifed  this  Angel  to  keep 
them  in  tbe  way^  and  to  bring  them  to  Canaan.'  All  that 
he  now  promifcs  is,  that  he  fliall  go  bejore  them,  to  drive 
out  iheir  enemies.  He  leaves  the  work  of  leading  them,  and 
of  bringing  them  into  that  land,  on  Mofes  himfelf,  Exod. 
xxxii  34.  rehifing  to  go  up  in  tbe  mtdfl  of  tbem^  in  the 
perfon  of  this  Ant^el.  Therefore  Mofes  addrefles  God 
in  the  following  terms  j  See^  thou  fuyeji  unto  me^  Bring  up 
this  people^  and  thou  bajl  not  let  me  Jtnow  whom '  thou  wilt 

fend 
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Jend  with  me^  chap,  zxxiii.  12.  Nothing  can  be  more  plain, 
than  that  Mofes  had  ftill  underftood  the  ori^al  promife,  as 
fignifying  that  the  people  of  God  were  to  enjoj  his  prefence 
immediatelj,  and  yet  by  ontfent.  . 

SBs  language  is  very  emphatic  \  Thou  bafl  not  let  me  knom 
IS^K  ntt»  the  perfon  whom  thou  wilt  Jend,  We  have  the 
lame  ezprefluni.  Gen.  zliv.  i.  He  commandedy  ItS^N  DKy 
literally,  the  -«— -  who  was  over  his  houfe^  that  is,  as  we 
render  it,  the  Jleward  of  his  hou/e*  The  Lord  anfwered  f 
My  freJenceJbaU gOy  ver  14.  The  term  here  ufed  is  plain- 
ly a  perlbnal  deiignation,  denoting  that  Angel  whom  God 
had  promifed,  before  the  people  offended  him.  For  this 
ittaftrioas  MeiTenger  is  elfewhere  called  the  Angel  of  his  pre^ 
Jemcef  or  face^  Ua.  Ldii.  9*  But,  in  the  perfon  of  this  An- 
gd,  the  people  of  God  were  to  enjoy  his  own  prefence.  For 
dus  promife  was  merely  a  renovation  of  that  formerly  made, 
/  \mU  fend  an  Angel  before  thee^  to  keep  thee^  &c.  and  the 
latter  was  equivalent  to  his  ^jring,  that  he  would  ^  up  in 
the  midft  of  them^  Ezod.  xxxiii.  3.  The  fame  exprefEon  is 
eUewhere  ufed,  to  denote  the  perfonal  prefence  of  a  creature : 
/  counfel-'^hat  thou  go  up  to  battle  in  thine  own  perjouy 
literally,  that  thy  prefence  go  up^  2  Sam.  xvii.  ii. 

This  divine  MeiTenger  might  be  called  the  prefence  or  face^ 
of  God,  or  the  Angel  of  his  face,  for  different  reafons.  He 
might  receive  thefe  defignations,  becaufe  of  his  going  before 
Ifrael  in  the  appearance  of  a  pillar  of  cloud  and  fire.  For 
as  a  man  is  known  by  his  face,  God  made  known  the  truth 
of  his  prefence  in  the  camp  of  Ifrael  by  this  fymbol.  In- 
deed, it  would  feem  to  be  in  this  fenfe  only  that  Mofes 
fpeaks  of  God  being  feen  by  his  people  face  to  face*  They 
have  heardj  fays  he  of  the  heathen  nations,  that  thou  Lord 
mrt  amimg  this  people^  and  that  thou  Lord  art  feen  face  toface^ 
and  that  thy  cloud  Jlandeth  over  them^  &c.  Num.  ziv.  14. 
Dent.  V.  4.     They  (aw  liimface  toface^  no  other  way  than 

by 
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hj  his  cloud  Jtamding  over  them.  For  they  law'  no  findfi:. 
tude,  Deut.  iv.  ii.  1 5.  He  might  alfo  be  thus  denomiliiftedy 
becaufe  in  him  the  divine  perfedions  were  difplayedy  God% 
Name  being  in  him.  This  language  certainly  fignifies^  tlM 
there  was  an  intimacy  between  this  Angel  and  him  irfio 
{enthim,  to  which  no  other  was  admitted.  Befides,  it  WDdB 
appear  that  the  Deity  never  aflVnned  any  vifiUe  appetmoey 
but  in  the  perfon  of  this  Angel,  John  ▼•  37.  Perhaps,  we 
may  add  as  another  reafon,  that  all  die  grace  of  God  was 
communicated  to  his  people  through  him,  Nnmb.  vL  15. 
F&l,  Izxz.  7.  Ifiu  bdiL  9.  That  divine  perfon,  who  mppctf* 
ed  to  Abraham  in  the  likenefi  of  hmnsm  nature,  leems  to 
be  called  the  Face  of  God.  The  two  Angels  who  attmded 
him,  inform  Lot  thai  the  cry  of  Sodom  was  waxem  gnti 
he/ore  the  face  o/*jEHovAif ,  Gen.  xiz.  13.  It  was  the  (una 
l^lorious  Perfon  whom  Lot  intreated,  in  whole  fi|^t  he  fimad 
grace,  who  was  merdful  to  him,  ver.  19.  and  accepted  him 
in  his  prayer,  ver.  ai.  and  who,  as  Jehovah,  rained  Jin 
and  hrimjlone  from  Jehovah,  on  the  cities  of  the  plain, 
ver  24.  It  needs  not  feem  ftrange,  that  Mofes  was  fo  ear- 
ned to  have  this  Angel,  called  the  Face  of  Grod,  to  go  with 
him :  as  it  appears  that  he  was  the  objeft  of  his  worlhip. 
^  For  what  we  have  rendered,  Mo/es  hefought  the  Lord  his 
Gody  literally  is,  Mo/es  hefought  the  Face  of  Jehovah  his 
Gody  £zod.  xxxii.  11.  And  he  did  fo  at  the  very  time 
that  God  threatened  to  withdraw  his  &ice. 

Did  this  Angel  appear  in  the  pillar  of  cloud  and  fire  ?  The 
Branch  o/* Jehovah  is  promifed  to  the  Church,  under  the 
New  Teftament,  as  a  pillar  of  the  fame  kind,  Ila.  iv.  2.  5. 
And  we  know  that  the  Son  is  the  brigbtnefs  of  glory ^  Heb. 
i.  3.  Did  this  Angel  go  before  the  Church  ?  Jefus  is  given 
as  a  Leader  to  the  people^  Ifa.  Iv.  4.  God  faid,  Behold^  I  fend 
isn  Angel  before  thee^ — to  bring  thee  into  the  place  which  I  have 
pteparedy  £zod.  xxUi.  ao.    Jefus  appropriates  this  work  to 

himfel^ 
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himfelf,  with  refped  to  that  better  Canaan  of  Which  the 
odier  was  merely  a  type.   I  go  to  prepare  a  place  for  you.^-^ 
t  will  come  again,  and  receive  you  unto  my f elf  John  xiv.  2,  3* 
When  God  fajs,  My  Facejballgo^  he  adds,  and  I  will  give 
you  refi.    This  is  the  very  work  of  our  Lord  Jefus.    He 
lays,  /  will  give  you  rejl.    And  his  reft  is  unfpeakably  fu- 
perior  to  that  given  by  the  typical  Jefus,  Heb.  iv.  8.    It  is 
reft  for  the  foul,  Matt.  xi.  28,  29.     Were  the  divine  per- 
fe&ions  difplayed  in  that  Angel  ?  And  is  not  Jefus  the  image 
of  the  invijihle  God^  the  exprefs  image  o/"the  Father's  perfon  f 
Was  the  Angel  of  God's  prefence  admitted  to  peculiar  inti- 
macy with  him  ?  And  is  not  the  only-hegotten  ftill  in  the  bofom 
of  the  Father  f  John  i.  18.     Was  all  the  grace  of  God  com- 
municated through  him  ?    We  know  that  God  is  propitious 
to  us,  only  as  he  looks  on  the  face  ofYas  MeJJiab^  P&l.  Izxiciv* 
9.     The  greateft  token  of  his  reconciliation  to  liirael  was 
his  promifing  that  his  Face  fliould  go :  and  the  greateft  token 
of  his  love  to  the  New  Teftament  Church,  is  the  uninter- 
mpted  prefence  of  Jefus  to  the  end  of  the  world.     For  he  is 
our  peace.      In  a  word,  the  whole  adminiftration  of  the 
Chiirch,  from  the  fall  till  the  appearance  of  the  Meftiah, 
was  committed  to  this  Angel.     For  the  Angel  of  his  face  or 
prefence  faved  them  :  in  his  love^  and  in  his  pity  be  redeemed 
them  ;  and  he  bare  them^  and  carried  them  all  the  days  of  old. 
But  this  was  the  Son  of  Grod.     For,  not  only  is  this  kis  pro- 
per work  under  the  gofpel ;  but  it  is  granted  even  by  Soci- 
nians,  that,  in  the  laft  prophefy  of  th  •  Old  Teftament,  he  is 
defcribed  as  the  Angel  of  the  covenant y  whom  his  people  de-^ 
lighted  in^  Mai.  iii.  i.     Now;  they  knew  no  other  under 
this  charadler,  than  that  Angel  who  fware  unto  Abraham, 
and  who  claimed  the  covenant  as  his,  Judg.  ii.  i.     In  the 
fame  paflage  he  feems  to  be  called  the  Face  of  the  Lord* 
For  it  is  foretold  with  refpeft  to  John  his  harbinger ;  Be^ 
boldy  I  fend  my  Mejfengei',  and  he  Jkall  prepare  the  way  be- 
Vol.  I.  S  /tnr 
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fitre  nuj  literallj,  hefore  my  Face.  This  language  is  retain* 
ed  bjr  Zacharias,  when  prophetically  addreffing  his  foa; 
Thou  Jbalt  go  before  the  Face  of  the  Lord  ♦.  It  was  promi- 
fed  concerning  this  Angel,  that  he  fhould  fuddenly  cowu 
to  bis  temple.  And  he  did  come  fuddenlj.  For  Jefiis, 
on  his  firft  vifit  to  this  holj  place,  after  the  commence- 
ment (^his  miniftrj,  expelled  all  who  defiled  it,  John  ii.  13. 
None  of  them  could  abide  the  day  of  his  comings  or  Jlani 
when  he  appeared^  Mai.  iii.  2. 

Thus,  we  have  a  kej  to  the  true  meaning  of  a  great 
variety  of  paflages,  in  which  we  read  of  the  Face  of  God, 
of  the  Jbining  or  lifting  up  of  his  countenance  ;  and  of  the 
many  prayers  of  the  ancient  church  for  this  bleffing.  As 
the  language  of  believers,  or  at  lead,  as  that  of  the  Spirit  of 
Chriftf  and  as  written  fttr  our  inflruBiony  they  undonbtecBy 
refer  to  the  incarnation  of  the  Son  of  God.  Pard£ularlyt 
in  the  eightieth  Pfalm,  there  is  a  frequent  repetition  fji  this 
prayer,  Caufe  thy  Face  to  jhine  :  as  expreffing  the  great  ob- 
jeft  in  view  ;  and  in  the  clofe,  the  chmxh  exprefily  declares 
who  is  meant  by  this  deiignation,  and  what  is  the  bleffing 
intreated  in  chefe  words.  She  refers  to  the  Meffiah  under 
another  chara^er :  Let  thy  hand  be  upon  the  man  of  thy 
right  handy  upon  the  Son  of  man,  whom  thou  madeji  Jlrong 
for  thy/elf  ver.  1 7. 

It  is*  highly  probable,  that  the  fame  glorious  Meflengcr 
is  called  God's  Way,  For  Mofes  having  faid,  Thou  hajl  not 
let  me  know  the  Perfon  whom  tbou  wilt  fendy  immediately 
adds.  Make  me  to  know  thy  wayy  Ex.  xxxiii.  12,  13.  He 
fubftitutes  this  expreffion  in  the  room  of  that  blank  which 
he  had  left  in  his  complaint,  and  places  before  it  the  iame 
demonftrative  and  emphatic  particle  : '  Thou  hajl  not  let 
me  know  "^tt^M  Dei,  tbe  Perfon  whom  thou  wilt  fend^r-^ 
Make  me  to  know  "^jDTl  HN,  as  it  may  be  rendered,  that 

*  IIpo  w^rurv  /£w«  Septaag.  Jlpe  Tr^uiu  r«  Kvp»V|  Luke  i.  76. 
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thy  way.  That  Angel,  who  Is  the  ForrofjE Ho V AH* might  bj 
a  beantifbl  figure  be  alfo  called  his  Way^  becaufe  of  the  of- 
fice allotted  to  him,  which  was  to  had  the  Ifraelites,  and  t6 
ie^p  them  in  the  way.  For  the  Lord  went  before  them  in  the 
pillar  of  cloudy  to  lead  them  the  way^  Ex.  xiii.  21.  We 
know  that  Jefiis  fiiftains  the  double  charader  of  a  Leader 
and  a  IVay ;  naj,  that  h6  is  a  IVay  poiTefied  of  fuch  Tirtue, 
that  the  wayfaring  men,  though  fools^  Jhall  not  err  therein^ 
Ifa.  xzxv.  8.  He  expreislj  calls  faitnfelf  the  Way:  and  it 
can  (carcely  be  fuppofed  that  he  does  fo  without  a  re&reoice 
to  the  t jpical  pillar,  and  to  that  oondufting  Angel  whole 
fymbol  It  was  \  efpeciall j  as  he  takes  this  defignation  at 
the  verj  time  that  he  apparently  alludes  to  thd  work  of  this 
Mc^enger,  in  bringing  ancient  Ifirael  to  the  place  prepared 
for  them.  I  go^  he  &7S,  to  trepare  a  place  for  you. — I  am 
the  Way^  John  xiv.  2.  6.  Moies  iaid,  Medie  me  to  know  thy 
Way^  that  I  may  know  thee^  and  that  I  may  find  grace  in  thy 
fight.  Jefus  fays  to  his  difciples,  /  am  the  Way. — No  man 
cometh  unto  the  Father ^  but  by  me.  If  ye  had  known  me^ye 
Jbould  have  known  my  Father  cdfoj  ver.  6,  7  ♦• 

82^  But 

•  A  variety  of  paflages  in  the  Old  Teftament  might  be  mentioned,  in 
which  the  term  way  feems  to  denote  a  perfon.  At  for  God,  bis  Way  is 
perfect,  the  Word  of  the  Lord  is  tried ;  he  is  a  huckii  r  to  aii  thofe 
that  intjf  in  him,  Hal.  zriii.  30.  That  the  Meffiah  is  here  called  God's 
Way,  would  appear  from  the  following  clanfe.  For  according  to  the  na- 
tsral  conitni^ion  of  the  original,  it  is  the  Word  of  JEHOVAH  who  it 
a  haekler.  Pialm  Izvii.  evidently  refers  to  the  Oofpel  difpcnfation ;  as  it 
refpeAs  the  conterfion  of  the  Gentiles.  The  Pfalmiit  firft  prays  that  God 
would  cauie  his  P^ce  to  (hine.  Here  we  have  the  very  term  which  God 
ufts,  when  he  fays,  Afy  prefenee  fball  go.  He  then  declares  the  end  for 
which  he  craves  this  9!^  'fing ;  rAo/  thy  Way  may  be  known  upon  earthi 
thyfaiwtg  health  among  all  people,  ver*  2.  Now,  the  faving  oealth  tii 
God  can  be  Anown  onl^through  him  who  is  the  Way,  Indeed,  that  very 
word  it  here  rendered  yavt/^  healthy  which  in  many  other  places  is  tranf- 
kted  falvation,  particularly  in  Ifa.  xlix.  tf.  where  it  confeflcdly  denotes 

Jefus 
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Bat  as  this  particular  view  is  not  immediately  mnnrfled 
with  the  argmnent,  I  (hall  proceed  to  confider  fome  odier 
paflages  in  which  the  divine  Name  I  AM  is  given  to  One 
lent. 

It  occnrs  in  this  fenfe  in  I£su  zlviiL  i6.  formerly  referred 
to ;  Come  ye  near  unto  me^  bear  ye  this  :  I  have  motjfokem 
in  fecret  from  the  beginnings  y^^oflt  the  time  that  it  was  there 
am  If  and  now  the  Lord  God  and  hir  Spirit  hathfent  me  *. 
The  Speaker  declares  that  he  is  One  fent  and  yet  the  felf- 
exiftent  God,  whofe  hand  laid  the  /imndatiom  of  the  earthy 
ver.  13.  and  the  Goel  or  Kin/man-Redeemer  of  Ifinael,  ver.  17. 
a  deGgna*^ion  which  can  only  helong  to  the  Word  made 
Jlejb.  He  not  only  defcribes  himfelf  as  ient,  but  proclaims 
his  mii&on  in  the  charader  of  a  Speaker.  This,  we  know,  is 
an  eminent  branch  of  the  office  of  MefBah.  He  eveaappro- 
priates  all  the  Revelations  made  to  the  chmtrh,  from  her 
firft  exiftence,  as  immediately  his  f.     He  declares  the  pa- 

blidty 

Jefui  our  Way  It  is  prophefied  concerning  the  Gofpel  cbarch;  Tby 
teacbert  Jball  not  he  removed  into  a  comer  any  more,  but  tbiue  eyesfiall 
fee  tby  tenchers.  And  tbine  eart  Jball  bear  a  nv0rd  behind  thee,  /aying. 
This  is  the  H^ay,  walk  ye  in  it,  chap.  zxz.  10.  2i.  It  is  ondoobtedlj  the 
work  of  thefeiyants  of  Chrift  to  point  him  oat  u  the  Way  The  tearhen 
of  the  church,  in  primitive  times,  were  thus  employed.  Thcj  exhorted  tht 
difciplrt,  as  they  hod  received  Chrift  Jefus  the  Lord,  fo  tt luaik  tm  him. 
Col.  ii  6.  And  they  could  only  walk  in  bim,  as  having  receipted  him  as 
their  Wty.  It  is  proroifed  ;  An  bigh<way  JbaU  be  there,  and  a  viuiy,  and 
it  Jball  he  called  the  way  af  bolinefs,  Ila.  zxzv.  8.  Now,  the  rtay  into 
the  boliejl  is  through  the  blood  of  Jejus  ;  and  it  u  conjecraied,  Heb.  z. 
20.  To  as  to  apprar  to  be  indeed  the  way  of  holinefs.  The  Lord  faid  by 
another  p'Ophet.  Where  it  the  good  way,*  and  vtalk  therein,  and  ye  JhmU 
find  rejl  for  your  fouls,  Jer  vi.  16.  This  is  juft  what  he  promifed, 
when  Mofes  defired  to  know  his  Vay .  My  Face  Jball  go,  and  I  will  give 
you  reft  And  we  have  feen  that  this  is  what  Jefus  promifes,  whea  in- 
viting  (inners  to  himfelf.  Mitt.  zi.  18,  19.  * 

•  The  words  may  be  read  with  equal  juftice  to  the  original.     Tht 
Lord  God  hath  fent  me  and  bis  Spirit, 

t  Vid.  Heidegger.  Hid.  Patriarch.  Part  I.  Ezerc.  iii*  f.  x  1,  li«u   . 
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Wcity  of  thefe,  the  more  to  aggravate  their  Incredolitj. 
This  very  language  does  the  Meflenger  of  the  covenant 
apply  to  himlelf :  IJp^zit  openfy  to  the  world — and  in  Jeer ei 
have  Ifaid  notbingj  John  xviii.  20  *. 

Although  f?ft>  tiiu  had  been  itill  rendered  /  am  be^  it  would 
have  ezprefied  no  more  than  what  is  often  particularly 
declared,  in  the  language  of  prophecy,  concerning  this 
iUuftrious  Meflenger,  who  is  the  I  AM.  For  the  fame  per- 
foQ  fays,  Ifa.  zliiL  13.  I  am  be :  and  he  conneds  this  with 
the  following  chara&ers,  /  am  tbe  Jirft  and  tbe  laft.  Thefe 
lie  urges,  in  addrefling  his  church,  as  affording  the  mod 
powerftd  argument  againft  fear,  chap.  xliv.  6. — ^8.  /  am  tbe 
Jirjl  and  tbe  laft. — Fear  ye  not.  Now,  thefe  very  charac- 
ters does  Jefus  appropriate  to  him&lf,  and  apply  in  the 
£une  manner,  Rev.  i.  17.  Fear  not,  I  am  tbe  Jlrft  and  tbe 
iaft.  In  the  prophecy  of  liaiah,  this  language  is  given  as 
that  of  Jehovah,  the  King  and  Redeemer  of  Ifrael ;  be* 
fides  whom  there  is  no  God :  Tbus  fakb  Jehovah,  tbe 
King  of  Ifraelj  and  bis  Redeemer^  Jehovah  0/  bojls,  lam 
tbe  Jirjl  and  tbe  lajiy  and  hefides  me  tbere  is  no  God.  There- 
fore, either  Jefus  is  a  divine  Perfon,  or  he  was  chargeable 
with  robbery  in'affuming  thefe  charaSers.  Either,  it  was  he 
who,  under  the  Old  Teftament,  uttered  this  language,  and 
who  was  the  King  and  Redeemer  of  Ifrael ;  or,  the  Gof- 
pel  church,  in  her  privileges,  is  infinitely  inferior  to  the 
Jewiib.  For  Jefus  is  her  King  and  Redeemer.  Either,  thefe 
charafters  are  uled  with  fuch  peculiarity  as  to  denote  that 
they  belong  to  God  only,  and  that  there  is  no  God  befides 
that  Being  to  whom  they  are  inmiediately  afcribed*,  or 
they  have  no  meaning,  as  here  introduced.  If  the  former 
be  true,  Jefus  mufl  be  truly  God  :  for  they  belong  to  him* 

This  expreiSon,  I  am  be,  is  to  evidently  ufed  as  empha- 

S  3  tically 
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dcallj  denotiog  God,  that  many  learned  men  have  confi- 
dered  the  pronoun  K1 71  as  one  of  his  names  *•  It  ieemi 
eipeciallj  to  denote  the  immutahility  of  the  divine  natii|e, 
as  in  Pfafan.  di.  27.  But  thou  art  the  fanuy  or  tbfm  art  HE. 
{ts  emphafis  is  fometimes  particnkrlj  ezprefied  in  the 
Greek,  and  applied  to  our  Lord,  as  in  Heh^  i.  12.  ^h% 
avTOi  u ;  and  chap.  xiii.  8.  yejus  Chrifiy  0  atrro^  the  famt^ 
ytfierdcy^  8cc-  Had  thi^  been  written  in  Hebrew,  we  maj 
be  alTured  firom  the  tranflation  of  Plal.  cii.  27.  according  to 
die  Septuagint,  that  it  would  have  been  lt*^n 

The  iame  emphatic  ezprefEon  is  ufed  in  another  paflage 
formerly  referred  to,  Ua.  lii.  6.  Hhey  Jbail  inow^  m  that 
day^  that  1  am  he  that  dothfpeak^  or  he^  the  Speaker.  We 
have  (een  that  this  belongs  to  Jefus.  Here  he  is-evidendy  de- 
clared in  his  charader  as  MeJJiah,  For  it  is  Jefus  who  fpokc 
on  earth,  Heb.  ii.  3.  and  who  now  fpeaketh  from  heaven^ 
chap.  xii.  25.  Our  Lord's  language,  even  with  re^dto 
thofe  fialfe  Chrifts  who  fhould  appear,  is  fo  remarkable,  du^ 
we  are  under  the  neceiEty  of  believing,  that  the  ancient 
Jews  underftcod  the  words  of  the  prophet,  that  I  am  he^ti 
the  M efliah,  and  a^  ezprefling  the  very  manner  in  which  he 
would  announce  himfelf.  Thus  our  Lord  lays.  Many  fiall 
come  in  my  Namcy  faying^  cri  eyoi  ufju,  that  I  am^  Luke 
xxi.  8.  This  is  a  literal  tranflation  of  the  exprei&on  in 
liaiah  f ;  nay,  the  very  terms  in  which  it  is  tranilated  by 
the  Seventy.  In  that  folemn  declaration.  When  ye  have 
lift  up  the  Son  of  marty  then  fly  all  ye  know  that  I  AM  HE,  and 
that  I  do  nothing  of  myfclf  but  as  my  Father  hath  taught  me^l 
SPEAK  thefe  tbingSy  our  Lord  feems  to  repeat  the  very  words 
of  the  prophecy ;  Tbeyfhall  know  in  that  day^  thai  I  AM 
HE  that  doth  SFEAK  %.     It  is  alfo  iaid.  My  people  Jball  know 

my 

•  VId.  Pfciffcri  Dif.  Script  Loc.  Cent.  4.  1.  23. 
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my  Name.  What  is  this  Name  ?  Tie  Speflter.  This  is  the 
vtTj  defignation  given  him,  Heb.  xiL  25.  roy  yaxsnou 

I  ihaU  only  add  a  proof  that  the  ancient  Jews,  while 
they  underftood  the  title  i  ait  as  (proper  to  Go^,  applied  it 
to  the  Meiliah.  Mofes,  in  his  laft  fong,  introduces  Jeho- 
vah ]As  (ajing ;  See  now  thai  /,  even  I  am  be^  and  there  is 
MO  God  with  me  :  I  kill^  and  I  make  alive  ;  1  wound^  and  1 
beal:  neither  is  there  any  that  can  deliver  out  of  my  handf 
Deut.  zxzii.  39.  This  text  is  thus  rendered  by  Jonathan  i 
**  When  the  Wcrd  of  the  Lord  ihall  be  manifefted  tc  re* 
'*  deem  his  people,  he  ihall  fay  to  all  people :  See  now,  that 
«<  I  am  he,  who  am,  who  have  been,  and  who  ihall  be/'  the 
vtry  language  of  oar  Saviour,  Rev.  i.  8.  '*  and  there  is  no 
^  other  God  befides  me.  I  in  my  revenge  do  kill,  and  I  do 
^  thoroughly  make  alive  my  people  of  the  houie  of  lirael, 
•«  and  I  do  heal  them  in  the  latter  days."  As  this  bleffing 
has  been  referred  to  the  latter  days^  by  which  the  Jews  ftill 
onderftand  the  time  of  the  MeiBah's  appearance,  it  has  been 
juilly  inferred  that  it  is  he  who  is  here  called  the  Word. 

It  is  undeniable  that  the  name  Jehovah  is  equivalent  to 
that  of  I  AM.  Therefore,  when  God  had,  imder  the  latter 
defignation,  given  to  Mofes  his  commiiBon,  he  repeats  it  in 
this  manner ;  T^hus  /bait  thou  fay  unto  the  children  of  Ifraelf 
Jehovah,  the  God  of  your  fathers^ — hath  fent  me  unto  yoUf 
F.y.  iii.  15.  And  again-,  Wherefore  fay  unto  the  children 
ff  Ifraelj  I  am  Jehovah,  chap.  vi.  6.  Of  confequenct,  all 
the  arguments  formerly  brought  to  prove  that  the  name 
Jehovah  is  properly  given  to  one  in  the  charader  pi  an 
Angel,  with  equal  force  of  evidence  demonffarate  his  title  to 
die  name  i  am. 

That  <xie  is  revealed  as  Jehovah  who  fends^  and  an- 
other as  Jehovah  who  is  fent^  is  as  certain  as  any  uruth 
contained  in  the  facred  volume.  For  thus  faith  Jluovah 
of  bojlsf  Afier  the  glory  hath  be  8EMT  m$  unto  ten  nations 

S  4  tbe^ 


thai  fpf^Ud J9B  ;  f€/r  he  thai  tommAjnuL  tta^^i'  the  mffk 
«/*  hi§  eye,  F^jr  heboid^  I  -'jlH!  ^^ait  ibw  hami  mfum  thtm, 
emd  they  JbaH  he  a  fpml  ttt  thar  fensmau  z  ami  ^JhaSHat/m 
that  JtHOTAH  K.f  bojlt  hath  SCVT  me.  Ssm^  ami r^mez^  O 
daughter  of  Zvm  :  fvr  h^  I  coke,  ami  I  mH  DVEll  im  tie 
imdfl  of  thuf  faith  Jfhotah.  jimd  amy  mOliomi  JhaB  he 
Jwud  to  Jehotah  im  that  day^  amdJhaUhe  XT  fnfle  :  ami 
I  win  DWELL  ia  the  addfl  ofthee^  ami  thorn  Jbat  tmasB  thai 
JeifOTAM  of  hojlt  hath  SCVT  me  mato  thet,  Zach.  iL  & — ii. 
Tbk  paflage  evidentlj  re.peds  the  Gc^pd  difprnfMioB. 
For  many  natPMs  are  to  \xJoimed  to  the  lard.  It  is  cqmflj 
clear  dsit  the  S;;eaker  is  Jckotah,  and  jet  foot ;  dot  Ir 
who  if  thus  jent  bj  Jehotah,  is  the  avenger  of  God*s  peo- 
ple, comet  tindoabtedlj  in  his  incamadon,  and  dweUs  a*  At 
midjl  of  them  %  as  Jlhovah  ;  that  tbej  are  hie  pcopk« 
and  tliat  thej  know  both  that  he  is  Jehotah,  and  that  be 
i%fent  by  Jehovah.  If  this  be  not  the  obrious  wii»Mw«g 
of  the  paflage,  I,  in  the  name  of  all  who  lore  oar  Lixd 
Jcfus  Chrift,  challenge  Dr  P.  to  (hew  what  other  it  can 
bear. 

From  the  preceding  obfervations,  'and  alfo  from  what  we 
have  fr/rmerly  fcen,  when  in  uiring  into  that  charafler,  the 
Angel  of  the  Lord^  it  appears  that  this  glorious  Mcflenger, 
even  under  the  Old  Tcftament,  performed  all  the  work 
proper  to  the  Mcfliah,  and  afcribed  to  Jcf js  under  the  New, 
as  far  as  the  circumdances  of  that  difpenfation  would  admit 
of  it.  Did  the  Mefliah  come  in  our  nature  ?  This  Angel 
often  came  in  the  likeneis  of  it,  and  was  at  times  iiippo&d 
to  be  truly  man  Gen.  xxxii.  24.  Judg.  xiii.  16.  Did  Jefus 
declare  that  he  was  lent,  and  jet  equal  with  the  Father  ? 

This 

*  So  firiki'  %  if  the  refembluce  between  the  langui^e  of  the  Etid- 
f  elifl  John,  and  that  of  the  prophecy,  efpecially  as  rendered  in  the  Sep- 
faagint.  thut  we  can  fcarcelj  foppofe  that  he  did  not  mean  to  allude 
to  it  E^jurytf^ff  ft  v^ivi  John  i.  14  Kcra«'»vc»ro  if  fuem  9t,  Scpt« 
^•th  eipreflJoBt  properly  fignifjr  dwelling  as  im  a  tubemaele. 
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This  Angel  did  the  fame,  Zech.  ii.  11.  Did  the  Son  of 
God  become  one  with  thofe  whom  he  was  to  JanBify  f 
Heb.  iL  II.  The  charaAer  of  a  Kinfman-^Redeemer  to  his 
peo'^le  was  fuftained  bj  this  Angel,  &*n.  zlviii.  16.  Wat 
it  the  work  of  Jefus  to  rev^  the  whole  will  of  God  to  the 
church?  The  fame  work  was  performed  by  this  Angel, 
before  the  coming  of  the  Meffiah.  Is  Chrift  promifed  to 
the  Gofpel  chmx:h  as  the  Angel  of  the  covenant^  naj/  as 
himfelf  tie  covenant  of  the  people  /  Ifiu  zlii.  6.  It  was  this 
Angel  who  made  the  fame  covenant  with  Abraham  and  his 
feed,  Judg.  ii.  i.  It  has  been  feen  that  the  charader  of  a 
Leader  belongs  equally  to  both.  Is  the  one  the  Captain  of 
OMT  falvationf  Heb.  ii.  10.  The  other  was  Captain  of  the 
hojls  of  the  Lord^  Joih.  v.  14.  Is  Jefus  a  Saviour  ?  The  An« 
gel  of  God's  prefence  faved  his  ancient  people.  Is  the  grace 
ff  our  hard  Jtfui  exceeding  ahundant  /  The  fame  grace  was 
confpicuous  in  this  glorious  Perfon.  For  in  bis  hve^  and  in 
bis  fnty  he  redeemed  them,  Ka.  bdii.  9.  Does  it  belong  to 
Chrift  to  forgive  fin  i  A6b  v.  31.  The  fame  was  the  pre- 
rogative of  this  Angel.  For  he  faid  to  Jofhua  the  high  priefl, 
/  have  caufed  thine  iniquity  to  pafs  from  tbee^  Zech.  iii.  4. 
Are  Chriftians  accepted  in  the  Beloved  f  It  was  this  Angel 
who  rendered  the  facrifice  of  ancient  believers  acceptable, 
Judg.  vi.  21.  Is  it  the  work  of  th^Mefliah  to  intercede 
for  his  church  ?  The  fame  office  ws^pbdncd  bj  this  An- 
geL  He  prajed  for  Joihua,  that  he  might  be  delivered 
from  Satan,  Zech.  iii.  2.  juft  as  our  Lord  did  for  Peter, 
Luke  xxii.  32.  Does  it  belong  to  Jefus  efiednallj  to  blefs 
his  people,  in  turning  them  from  their  iniquities  f  Ads 
iii.  26.  The  fame  work  was  claimed  by  the  Angel  of  Je- 
hovah. For  he  faid  to  Abraham,  In  hleffing  I  will  blefs 
tbee.  Gen.  zzii.  17.  and  he  blefled  Jacob  in  the  very  place 
where  he  prefented  his  fupplication,  chap  z£di.  29. 
Is  Jefus  the  Deliverer  of  his  people  ?  Rom*  zL  26.    No 

wife 
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wife  inferior  was  the  charaftcr  of  this  Angel.  For  he  wm 
celebrated  as  encamping  aroumd  them  that  feared  bim^  mi 
idivering  them^  Pial.  xxxiv.  7.  Had  the  Mefliah  a  ri^it  to 
fend  forth  meflengers  in  his  Name,  to  preach  the  gofpel  to 
others  ?  It  was  the  Angel  of  the  Lord  who  (ent  Mates  to 
the  Ilraelites  in  Egypt,  Ex.  iiL  2.  14.  and  other  ptopbelB 
to  dieir  pi^eritj,  1  Chro.  xxL  18.  Did  Jeibs  comnnmicate 
the  Spirit  to  church  members?  This  glorious  MeflengCTt 
in  former  times,  put  bis  Spirit  in  tbem^  lia.  lyiii.  ii.  Is 
the  whole  adminiftration  of  providence  in  the  hand  of 
Chrift?  Equallj  important  was  the  truft  of  this  Angd^ 
Gen.  zxi.  18.  xxii.  17.  Are  angels  employed  by  JefiOf 
as  his  miniflers,  for  making  known  his  will,  Rev^  zziL  i6« 
and  for  accomplifhing  the  purpofes,  both  o(  providence  and 
grace?  Heb.  i.  14.  They  occupied  the  (ame  ftation  un- 
der the  Angel  of  Jehovah,  Zech.  ii.  3,  4.  i.  11.  vi.  8. 
Does  Jeius  finite  the  nations  with  his  Jbarp  fword^  and  rub  . 
tbem  witb  a  rod  of  iron  /  Rev.  xiz.  15.  He  carries  on  the 
£une  work  with  that  Angel  of  the  Lord  who  fmote  the 
AiTyrians,  lila.  xzzvii.  36.  Does  our  Saviour  vifit  his 
church  with  afflictive*  difpenfations  becaufe  of  fin,  and  kill 
ber  children  with  death  /  Rev.  ii.  22,  23.  The  fame  Angd 
appeared  with  a  drawn  fword  in  his  handf  and  iinote  the 
Ifraelites,  fo  that  David  was  afraid  becaufe  of  the  fword  of 
the  jingcl  of  the'ffm^  i  Chro.  xxi.  14. — 16.  30.  Both 
Jefus  and  this  Angel  claim  that  divine  charader,  1  am. 
Jefus  being  reprefented  as  fpeaking  from  hedven^  Heb.  ziL 
25.  he  appears  in  the  fame  light  with  this  Angel  who 
called  to  Hagar,  and  to  Abraham,  out  of  heaven^  Gen.  zxi. 
17.  xxii.  II.  15.  Is  it  Jefus  whom  we  muft  now  hearf 
The  Ifraelites  were  under  the  fame  obligation  with  refped 
to  this  Angel,  Ex.  xxiii.  21.  Is  there  no  efcape,  if  we 
turn  away  from  him  that  fpeaketh  from  heaven?  Heb. 
xii.  25.     Concerning  this  Angel  it  was  declared,  H§  will 

not 
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woi  pardon  your  iranfgnjjums.  I^  therefore,  Jefiis  be  not 
cffenriaJly  the  *(ame  as  this  Angel,  the  unity  of  the  church 
is  loft.  The  patriarchs  and  their  pofteritj  had  one  Saviour; 
and  Chriftians  have  another.  We  are  not  blefled  with 
ftirhfiil"  Abraham,  nor  are  we  under  the  fame  covenant. 
But  as  die  icripture  aflures  us  that  the  whole  adminiftration 
of  the  ancient  church  was  committed  to  this  Angel,  we 
have,  as  has  formerlj  been  feen,  the  fame  inconteftable  evi« 
dence  of  the  identity  of  this  Angel  and  the  Meiliah  *• 

Our  author  ob&rves  that  *'  it  even  appears  to  have  been 
^  die  great  objeft  of  the  Jewifh  religion,  as  contained  in 
**  the  books  qf  Moles,  to  prefervc  in  the  world  the  worlhip 
f<  of  die  one  true  God,  notwithftanding  die  univerlal  ten- 
^  dency  to  polytheifm  among  all  nations  in  the  early  agesf  •" 
Therefore,  it  may  naturally  be  imagined  that  God,  in  his 
infinite  wifdom,  would  ufe  the  moft  proper  means  for  at- 
taining this  end;  particularly,  that  if  he  made  himfelf 
known  under  certain  defignadons,  he  would  either  confine 
all  theie  entirely  to  himfelf,  or  if  not  all,  yet  fome  of  them, 
eipedally  fuch  as  might  be  expreilive  of  his  eflence ;  and 
diat,  if  he  ever  ufed  any  of  the  reft  in  fpeaking  of  crea- 
tores,  he  would  ufe  them  evidendy  in  an  inferior  fenfe. 
That  be  has  aded  in  this  very  manner,  is  evident  from  the 
revelation  which  he  gave  to  his  peculiar  people.  Here  we 
find  him  not  only  applying  to  himfelf^  with  a  flrikin^  pe- 
culiarity, fome  of  thofe  defignadons  which  are  occafionally 
given  to  creatures ;  but  appropriating  others,  as  abfolutely 
incommunicable  to  them  in  any  fenfe  whatfoever. 

All  idplatry  confifts  in  giving  that  glory  to  the  creature 
which  belongs  to  the  Creator.  One  great  fource  of  this, 
efpedally  to  the  more  ignorant  part  of  mankind,  has  been 
the  mifbking  of  the  creature  hx  dte  Creator:  It  muft, 
therefore,  be  fuppofed  that,  if  God  hath  ever  employed 

f  See  p.  273.  274*  t  £v»  Opsn.  voL  ili.  p.  a. 
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mere  creatures  as  inftnunentsin  deUverin?  his  will  to  tiieir 
fiellow-creatnres,  he  hath,  in  die  proficcDtioii  of  his  gieit 
end,  ufed  the  moft  eflSsdnal  means  to  prevent  die  bbjcfis  of 
die  Revelation  from  apprehending  that  diej  immediatdj 
heard  the  vcnce  of  God.  We  can  fuppoTe  no  mean  to  ob- 
Tioos,  nor  <me  that  wonld  fo  diredlj  tend  to  prevent  diii 
miflake,  as  that  of  prohibiting  thofc  whom  he  employed 
from  perfonadng  their  great  employer,  nfing  any  of  his 
names  as  if  they  might  occafionally  be  given  to  them,  or 
exprefling  diemlelves  in  fuch  terms  as  might  lead  the 
hearers  to  imagine  that  God  himfelf  was  the  immediate 
Speaker.  If,  on  the  contrary,  this  neceflary  precantioo 
hath  been  neglefted  ;  if  God  hath  permitted  a  creaturerto 
&y  to  his  fellow,  I  am  Jebovah,  i  am  that  i  am  ;  if  he 
hath  alfo  direded  thofe  who  were  under  the  Spirit  of  inipinh 
tion,  to  record  thefe  Revelations  in  this  very  manner ,  lb  &r 
hath  he  been  from  uiing  thoie  means  diat  were  moft  confifient 
with  infinite  wifdom,  for  the  prevention  of  idolatry,  tfast 
we  cannot  conceive  that  he  could  have  taken  more  dired 
or  eficAual  methods  for  eflabliihing  it,  although  this  had 
been  his  avowed  defign  in  the  whole  of  that  Revelation  con- 
tained in  the  Old  Teflament.  Could  I  believe  all  that  is 
fuppofed,  and  all  this  muft  be  believed  by  every  one  who 
denies  the  Supreme  Deity  of  the  Son,  the  Gtxi  of  Abra* 
ham  fliould  never  be  my  God. 

CHAP.     X. 

Of  the  Caution  which  fame  Fathers  are  faid  to  ajcrihe  to  the 
Apojlles^  in  divulging  the  DoSirine  of  the  Divinity  of 
Cbrifi  i  and  of  the  abfolute  Jilence  afcrihed  to  them^  on 
tbisfubjea,  by  Dr  Priejlley. 

U  R  author,  in  his  firft  work  on  this  fubjed,  endea- 
voured to  prove,  that  the  prinuuve  church  was 

known 
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known  to  be  properly  Unitarian,  fixnn  the  condnd  of  Ath»- 
nafins  in  aicribing  to  the  Apoftles  *^  great  caution  in  di- 
**  vulging  the  dodrine  of  the  proper  divinit  j  of  Chrift  */' 
It  was  reiplied  bj  Dr  Horflej,  that  Athanafius,  in  the  paf- 
iage  referred  to,  fpeaks  of  unbelieving  Jews  only,  and  com- 
mends the  wifdom  of  the  apoftles  in  chufing  the  moft  pro- 
per method  of  inftnidion  f .  A  great  deal  has  been  ad- 
vanced on  both  fides,  in  the  progre&  of  this  controverf j : 
and  it  muft  appear  to  any  impartia-  reader,  that  Dr  Horf- 
ley  has  eftabliihed  his  point.  But  as  oar  author  has  that 
peculiar  haj^ineis  of  not  being  eafilj  put  out  of  conceit 
with  any  thing  he  has  once  advanced,  this  is  again  brou^t 
fiorward  in  due  form,  in  his  large  work. 

I  do  not  mean  properlj  to  enter  into  the  queition  with 
refped  to  the  difputed  paflage,  as  it  has  been  fo  full j  agi- 
tated already ;  and  would  have  laid  nothing  on  the  fiibjed, 
had  it  not  feemed  ti  piece  of  juftice  to  Athanafius,  and  to 
the  truth,  to  produce  a  few  extra&s  from  his  writings,  which 
plainly  ihew  that  he  had  a  very  different  opinion  of  the 
cooduft  of  the  apoftles  from  that  afcrihed  to  him,  and 
which,  as  £ar  as  I  can  recoiled,  have  notbeen  introduced 
in  the  courle  of  the  difpute.  This  may  be  the  more  pro- 
per, as,  according  to  Dr  P.  *'  the  teftimony  of  Athanafius, 
^  00  account  of  his  known  orthodoxy,  and  of  courfe,  his 
^  unwillingneis  to  make  any  needlefs  conceffions  to  his  ad« 
'*  verfaries,  may  be  thought  to  have  more  weight  than  any 
"  other  J". 

For  the  fake  of  thole  who  have  not  £een  what  has  been 
already  pubUflied  on  this  fubjed,  it  may  be  previoufly  ne- 
ceflary  to  quote  the  paffage  which  has  occafioned  fo  much 
litigation.  I  fliall  give  it  according  to  our  author's  verfion : 
**  Will  they  affirm,  that  the  apoftles  held  the  dodrine  of 

•*  Arius, 

*  Hill,  of  Cor.  vol.  i.  p.  x  x. 

t  Charge,  &c.  p.  20.^25.  I  Vol.  iti.  p.  86. 
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Alios,  becanfe  the  j  iky  that  Clirift  wis  a  maa  of  Naia- 

redi,  and  fufiered  on  the  cro6  ?  or  becanfe  die j  nfed  ihefe 

words,  were  the  apoffles  of  opinion  that  Chrift  was  onlj 

**  a  man,  and  nothing  elfe  ?  B  j  no  means :  this  is  not  to  Ik 

^imagined.    Bnt  this  thej  did  as  wife  mafter-boiUeni 

**  and  ftewards  of  the  myfteries  of  God ;  and  diey  had  tin 

^  good  reafon  for  it.     For  the  Jews  of  that  age»  bong  de- 

^  oeired  themfelves,  and  having  deceived  the   Gentiki, 

^  thought  diat  Chrift  was  a  mere  man,  only  that  he  caae 

^  of  the  feed  of  David,  refembling  other  defcendants  cf 

^  David,  and  did  not  believe  either  that  he  was  God,  or  , 

**  that  the  Word  was  made  flelh.     On  this  aocoant,  ihe 

^  bkfled  apoftles,  with  great  pmdence,  in  the  firft  phott 

**  tanght  what  related  to  the  humanity  of  our  Saviour  to 

^  the  Jews,  that  having  fullj  perfoaded  them,  from  his  mi* 

''  raculous  works,  %that  Chrift  was  come,  they  might  after- 

<<  wards  bring  diem  to  the  belief  of  his  divinity,  fliewing 

^  that  his  works  were  not  thofe  of  a  man,  bnt  of  God* 

^  For  example,  Peter  having  (aid  that  Chrift  was  a  man 

who  had  fuflfered,  immediately  added,  He  is  the  Prima  cf 

life.     In  the  Gofpel,  he  confefles,   Tbou  art  the  Cbnfiy 

**  the  Son  of  the  living  God;  and  in  his  Epiftle,  he  calls 

"  him  the  Bijbop  of  fouls  •." 

Dr 

*  Ovii9  ya^  tivTotg  aroX^igTtfv*  «ri  xa<  «trrot  oi  a;r«reXo»  rm  AfNH 
f^^dVHv*  «>O^W«i>  yx^  ctvrof  axo  N«^«^it,  xen  <7diSffT0f  rot  Xg^rov 
a^a^fiAAt^rif^    fx^iwv  roifvf  Tattvr»  (pxtret^tfAititf,   «^'  fjr&iiii  r«K 

foAoi,  Km  v\f»  eiif  f   pin  yivoiro*  v»  tmf  nii  Hf  fV»  srori  rvr«  Aa- 

&u/  xt9r«ii|««0-i,    ««»   T1BV   atTiat  f^ero'ir  uf>'Cyf*   iirti^  ya^  9t  r«rf 

T»  Ttfv  IK  TV  AaCi^  «XX«fr  yivtffAfNvv  Tcxy«»*   irri  li  Oitv  avr«f,  tf)f 

3  •T* 
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Dr  P.  endeavours  to  (hew  that  Athanafius  not  onlj  meant 
••  the'beUeving  Jews,  but  them  principally^  ;  that  he  did 
^  not  think  that  the  apoftles  had  preached  the  dodrine  of 
•*  the  divinity  of  Chrift  with  much  effeS  + ;  that  he  mud 
"  be  underftood  to  (ay,  that  the  Jewiih  converts,  while 
**  (through  the  caution  of  the  apoftles)  thej  were  ignorant 
^  of  the  divinity  of  Chrift^  preached  the  Gofpel  in  that 
^  flate  to  the  Goitiles  %  ;"  and  '*  that  Athanafius  muft  have 
^  fnppofed  that  both  the  Jewiih  and  Gentile  churches  were 
^  Unitarian  in  the  time  of  the  apoftles  ||."  His  mode  of  pro-  ^ 
bation  is  very  fingular.  He  objeds  to  the  pro6&  which  Atha- 
nafius gives  of  the  Apoftles  having  preached  the  divini- 
ty of  Chrift,  as  not  fufficiently  diftinB  {.  Then,  for  the 
fi^[ipoft  of  his  obje£tion,  he  makes  a  leap  from  the  opinion 
of  Athanafius  to  the  intention  of  the  apoftle  Peter;  after- 
ting,  that  ^  in  this  fpeech  he  could  not  mean  to  allude  to** 
die  divinity  of  our  Saviour  ^.  The  plain  meaning  of  this 
is ;  Atbanajius  could  not  believe  diat  the  Apoftles  preached 
this  dodrine  in  a  clear  or  diftinft  manner,  becaufe  '^  the  in- 
**  fiances  he  produces''  are  not  fo  diJlinB  as  to  prove  it  to 
the  conviftion  of  Dr  Priejlley. 

Athanafius,  in  illuflrating  the  harmony  of  the  Apoftles  in 
the  declaration  of  this  dodrine,  mentions  an  expreffion  uled 

vn  ^oy0'  r<(^{  tytt%r9  tirtffrwt^  rum  i»tK«,   f^tra  «r«XAiK  rm  CV'  ^ 

TO*  Tan  IifJ'MtK,   •»»   oAat;   9Hatt»rti  amvq,   tx  rm  ^mtofautt  x«i 

ytnfUfiif  miAHtf,  f^.i)Xt;^(v«i  to*  X^»rr«y,    Xo<t«»  juu  Hi  rm  «rf^  mf  . 

BieT4TO>  aoTU  vtrt*  «vr«ff  «»«ryayAr0-»»,   iuxfvtrtf   ori   rm  ywfu»m 

fmc  am  wif  api^turHf  aiAA«  Satm  ttuiXn  Ilir^^  0  Afyvi  m^i^ti  fi«- 

69T«f  rof  X^iTov,  luSO*  cvfnxrtf,  Ov  rt^*  m^x?'!^  ^'K  i*^  *f^'»  ^» 
De  Sententii  Dionyfli,  Op.  toL  i.  p.  553,  554. 

•  Ear.  OpiK  ToL  ill.  p  90.  f  Ibid.  p.  95.  |  Ibid.  p.  97. 

R  Ibid.  96.  §  ibid.  p.  93.  ^  Ibid.  p.  94. 
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bj  Paul  in  his  OScaoxCt  at  Adicns.  TLeneiaR,  our  andiar 
widies  it  to  appear  that*  according  to  dut  am- lent  wriien^ 
the  apofiolical  refervt  on  this  bead  caotmacd  till  abott  die 
jear  53.  I  am  aftoniihed  chat  Dr  P.  can  TcnQircfiid 
an  infinnation.  For  noditng  can  be  more  evident  tban  dttc 
Athanafiuf  repreienu  the  apoftle  Peter  as  prwrrding  to  & 
dodrine  of  the  diTinicj,  as  fooa  as  he  had  fiJIj  pgowed  tfatt 
Jcfos  was  the  Chrift,  naj,  as  proving  it  bj  the  £mic  aign- 
ments.  For,  acceding  to  the  venerable  Fadicr,  the  ^loffle 
having  (hewn  that  Chrift  was  come,  bj  his  mixacloybe 
%Mfwm  not  in  tie  reji  of  his  dilcourfe  proved  **  that  the  wodcs 
**  done  were  not  thofe  of  a  man,  but  of  God."  Wbj  docs 
Athanaiius  fubjoin,  ^  for  example,  Peter  having  £ud  dm 
^  Chrift  was  a  man  who  had  fufiered,  immediateij  added, 
^'  Hi  is  the  Prince  of  Ufe^*  unlefs  he  means  this  as  an  a- 
ampU  of  Peter's  preaching  the  divinit j  of  Chrift  as  well  as 
his  humanity,  preaching  it  in  the  very  fame  dilcoaxle, 
preaching  die  hmnanity  in  fiich  a  mannrr  as  immediMelj  to 
guard  the  honour  of  the  divinity? 

I  might  quote  many  palTages  from.the  writings  of  Atha- 
nafius,  in  which  his  fentiments,  with  refped  to  the  condud 
of  the  apoflles  and  the  faith  of  the  whole  church,  appear  di- 
re£U^  oppofite  to  thofe  imputed  to  him  by  Dr  P.  But  two 
or  three  may  fuflice.  Illuftrating  the  doArine  of  the  Trinity, 
he  fays ;  '*  We  fee  that  this  was  the  tradition,  and  the 
''  dodrine,  and  the  faith  of  the  church  univer£d  from  the 
**  beginning,  which  our  Lord  himfelf  delivered,  which  the 
•*  apoflles  preached,  and  which  the  fathers  preferved.  For 
«  in  this  is  the  church  founded^  and  he  who  faUs  fix>m  it, 
**  neither  can  be  a  Chriflian,  nor  deferves  the  name  of  a 
*'  Chriflian. — lliat  this  is  the  very  faith  of  the  church, 
"  they  (the  enemies  of  the  Trinity)  may  learn  from  the 
"  commifllon  which  our  Lord  gave  to  his  apoftles,  when 
''  fending  them  forth.  He  commanded  them  to  lay  this 
1  *'  foundatioa 
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^  foniulation  in  t)ie  chui-cb,  f^jing ;  Go  ye^  and  teacb  all 
**  nations,  baptizing  them  into  the  Name  of  the  Father ^  of 
*^  tie  Son^  emd.of  the  Hofy  Qhojl.  But  the  apofiles,  going 
forth,  taught  in  this  verjr  manner :  and  this  is  the  doc- 
trine whjcb  is  preached  di^oyghout  the  whole  church  un- 
^'  der  hejiyen.  The  church,  therefore,  having  this  foun« 
^  datiop  pf  the  faith,  let  thjem  tell  us,  if  it  be  a  Trinit/  *." 
Defi^bipg  t^^  terrors  df  Marcellus  and  Paulus  Samoiatenu$, 
]^e  i^js ;  ^\  Had  diej  been  adujited  b^  any  regax4  to  the  . 
^  future,  had  (hey  believed  the  coining  ^nd  the  judgi][ient 
^  pf  God,  or  bad  they  been  afraid  of  pwufhiQent,  they 
«<  WQold  l^ve  acceded  to  the  faith,,  believed  tl^e  Gofoels, 
«<  ^nd  Uftened  to  the  apo^es,  rather  than  to  hun^an  rea« 
^  fbfungii.  For  the  apoftles,  going- forth,  ftrai^htway  wkh 
**>  the  9101ft  p^&fl  (lannqpy  preached  th^  Ciiri|l  was  the 
**  Sen  ^  Qpd,  that  he  w^s  bprn  in  Bethlehem  of  the  feed 
^  of  D^vid  accord^g  ^o  th^  flefh,  that  he  fwas  made  like 
^  UQtp.^en,  and  crupified  for  m^  )ind^  P9nt;iu$  Pilate. 
^  Thej  dppl^j^d  that  the  fap^e  Perfoqi  was  God.  and  man, 
^  the  Son  o{  God  and  l^e  §ofi  of  man  from  heaven  and 
^  from  e^rth,  i^paffible  91^  paffi]^,  and.,tl»at  he  was^io 

"  other 

Kv^i^*  t^intwp  Of  ll  Aff-eroXti  f«i|^v(«»,  »«i  ei  whti^h  i^vA«{«>*  it 
T«mi  ys^  w  fii«Xi|0-iA  TtSf/MiA»^rat»*  xai  •  rmvtm  txiriimtff  irr'  «f 
«i«y  vt'  «v  Afyoi  TO  Xg<r>o0-*  iMH   on   atirm   n  «*rK  9  TiK  Vk* 

SA401MK  f n,  ^M(dirro^r«Vy  vaff  0  /au  Kv^i^,  mwa-nXXttf  nti  A^ro^rt- 
Atff  y  ««^«y{MAf  Tirror  Si^iXioy  ri^wm  t«  fic«A«n«  Aiywv/  n«^scA9i»« 
rtSf  fMcSi|Tfvr«n  w«rr<i  t«  lOra*  fiawn^'irrti  ttimtf  fc(  to  ovo^  rm 
Umt^^,  mm*  Tif  TuTy  Mti  Ttr  Ayiit  nvfev^r#>*  o«  i%  AirorroAoi  vo- 
fW^MTKy  irr«#(  f}»^«{<iit«  ICai  Tirro  loro  Mf  «r«r«»  Tit  vt^  tf^ntoy  t«- 
»A«rMiy  TO  iui^v7/A«*  muiy  Tvro  f;^vm(  tuc  tx^Aifffiaf  to  ^iAiow  rcf 

•»mor;,  &c.    Ad  SergpioB,  vol.  i.  p.  20a,  aoj. 
Vol.  I.  T 
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^  other,  not  two  perfoos,  not  two  hjfo/Ufa^  not  two  ob- 
•*  jc£b  of  adoration  •.*• 

Not  only  does.Athanalins  give  this  accomit  of  the  pfttcb- 
ing  of  the  apoffles  in  genenJ,  hot  he  eUiewfaac  cifhiwi 
that  very  dilcouiie  of  Peter,  to  whidi  the  pofige  quoted 
bj  Dr  P.  re&rs.  On  this  occafion,  however,  die  wcxthy 
Father  has  not  Dionjfins  to  vincEcate  from  the  charge  of 
herefy  in  what  he  had  advanced  in  oppofitioo  to  the  Sabd- 
lians,  (whom  Athanafins  often  repiefents  as  die  Jews  of 
that  age,)  and  therefi>re,  he  does  not  find  it  aeceflarj  tt> 
borrow  an  argoment  from  the  ftrudmce  of  the  ipitf  b  i  in 
their  manner  of  addreffing  the  literal  Jews,  the  pctedeoeflbn 
of  theie  heretics  in  unbeEe£  We  maj  therefofe  coocbulr, 
that  he  is  capable  of  joc^ging  more  cooDj  cdnceraing  the 
condufi  of  the  apoftles.  He  is  (b  verj  particidar,  that  ha* 
ving  quoted  theie  words,  Ht  hath  made  him  both  Lardaai 
Cbriftf  AJBts  ii.  36  f  ;  be  gives  a  long  parapbrafe  of  them, 
in  conneiddfr'with  the  reft  of  Peter's  difboorfe.'  ■^  Feter,** 
he  (ays,  ^  having  learned  thefe  things  from  Chrift  (con- 
^  ceming  his  divinity  and  humanity)  in  botl^refpeAs  cor- 
^  reds  the  Jewft^**  laying ;  '  O  ye  Jevra,  the  holy  fcriptores 

«  declare 

^  £1  y«^  9^%9^%tn  TO  fciAA«y,  #f  Snr  M-A/xwf  jesi  s^tny  fr«- 
rrtv^f,  9i  ^•>Mfftf  t^tCwrro,  in  ^hoth  v(#0^x"^^»  iiMfTrlfAMK  *" 

X^rro»  7«^  %v5w9  vrnfflav  •{lAStrrK  #<  AwtrfXt  ^9Ujp%9i0f  uif 
OMCtfXySvf  r§p  vt^9  ry  Oiir,  t»t#9  ir  BijSAsif*  ytrn^tfja  §x  rvi^furr^ 
AmCt2  tunm  ^ofKtt,  ro»  OfA,ow^rr»  uA^mwat,  sat  rrav^tt^vra  inn^ 
mt9^ifwtn> !«»  n«rr<«  tUXttm^  avT*9  HTOf  Guv,  «vTot  at^^mwfp  mi- 
*f9  9iW9  vitv  9iy,  «yT«9  vit»  «yS^«r9r«,  «vr«v  &{  V(«»ir,  «vr«»  «** 
71K,  mvi99  aMr«d«,  avtop  woSvrtr,   «»  «AX9v,  «  «r^«0'4wa  Jk»«,  9% 

vir«0TarM(,  v  9^%9%v9nrus  htu     Uaum  ede  Chriftum,  Opera, 
vol.  i.  p.  666. 

f  Cont.  ^rianos  Oxat  iii«  Opt  toI.  i.  p.  jSa. 
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'  declare  that  Chrift  ihall  ccmt ;  and  you  account  him  a 
'  mere  maA,  as  otie  of  the  defcendants  of  David.  But  the 
<  (criptutes  do  not  point  him  out  in  this  light,  but  rather 

*  declare  him  to  be  Lord  and  God,  and  immortal,  and 
^  the  Prince  of  laitJ  Then  he  makes  Peter  introduce  thefe 
words,  Tbe  Lord  /aid  uM&  my  Lord^  &c.  and  the  language 
of  David  concerning  the  tefurredion  of  Chrlft,  and  after^ 
wards  proceed  in  this  manner ;  *  If  jou  therefore  can  prove 
'  that  a  perfon  of  this  defcription  has  akeadj  come,  and 
'  can  demonftrate  that  he  is  God,  then  with  propriety  may 
'  j€fa  oppofe  us.— -Moreover,  the  figns  which  he  exhibited, 

*  prove  that  he  was  God  incarnate,  that  he  was  life  itfielf, 
'  and  the  Lord  of  death.— After  we  were  unwilling  to 
'  know  God  by  his  Word,  and  to  ierve  our  natural  Lord 

*  the  Word  of  God,  it  pleafed  God  to  ihew  his  own  divine 
'  power  in  man,  and  to  draw  all  men  to  himfelf.    But  to 

*  have  done  fhis  by  mere  man  would  have  been  unbeco- 

*  ming ;  left  we  having  a  man  for  our  Lord,  ihould  have  be* 

*  come  worfliippers  of  man.    Therefore,  on  this  account  the 

*  Word  himielf  was  made  fleih,  and  the  Father  hath  called 
'  him  Jefus,  and  thus  made  bim  lard  and  Cbrift ;  that,  as 
^  in  the  Name  of  Jefus  every  knee  boweth,  fo  we  ihould 

*  know  him  as  King,  and  Lord,  and  at  the  fame  time  the 

*  Son,  and  through  him  know  the  Father.'  '^  Therefore, 
**  the  greateft  part  of  the  Jews  who  heard  thefe  things  were 
^  convinced,  >uid  afterwards  acknowledged  the  CAanSt  */'  ' 

T  a  A 

*  O  rmnif  Hir^  fuil^wf  rmvTtt  vu^m  ry  rwn^,  timr  «f(^on- 

TAyfiXAitny  m  Swom  y^«^i,  mm  Vfttif  /ai»  ^lA^t  mfd^thnw  mvro9, 
•f  fMi  rm  mi  ru  AsCi^  »«^i{«rf,  r»  }f  yiy^mf^ftt  wt^^  Atfnr  v  rtif* 
m  «vrty,  •#•»  ffAMf  Xfyfri ,  m/Muty^o*  aXA*  fMiXAor  Kv^ff  tun 
8iMr,  %m  mBm^^Tw,  »m  xo^^tov  (tnK  jMrr^y/iAAoriy.*  *h  fuw  lit 
'    }iNir9i  mwmff  tH  iXH9t#*  m^ti^i'nnUf  |mm  lvr«rJH  it^^f  Bmt 

«vr«f 
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A  little  after  he  lajs  concemiiig  the  hogiiagc  of  Peter^ 
^  When  he  fpoke  thele  things,  he  was  bj  no  means  fileot 
'^  with  refped  to  the  eternal  and  paternal  deitj  of  the. 
**  Son;  as  he  had  alreadj  oblerved,  that  he  haAJbtdfmb 
'*  the  Spirit  on  us.  But  to  beftow  the  Spirit  in  a  foveidgn 
'*  manner,  is  not  the  wx>rk  of  a  creature,  but  the  preroga- 
*'  live  of  God  *."    In  another  place,  he  obfierves   cTcn 

conceminf 

avT%f  Hfm,  «f '  ttf  fveifn  9%fu$m9  mms  n^TAry,  HMtr0s  ^up  itrtfttt- 

nvtu  »ur4t,  om  yt)ro>f,  Itat^wi^  9foy  H9m  tm  tt  attfufn*  »4W  crrtf 

ru  A#y«  dtmt  fTtytivtn  rot  Gmv,  km  ht>uorm  rtt  ^p^m  ^wmtn  i^ 
fitff  rtt  Xtyn  nt  Su/,  nv^Kn^tf  o  St^,  u  af^^ftnrm  JW^m  t*'  Mvtv 

T«  fr*«ii«^M  «x^f (  n*  *»«  ^9  mA^mnr  Kv^v  'X**'*^#  cfSjgmi  Xm» 
r^at  ytfuiA»*  ^m  nrfV  •  Xvyoi  0yk^  f7«irfT«*  mu  muXiot  ««  •Nfui 
«trrir  I^ovvr,  nm  ovrttg  «rM«0«»  «nrro»  Kv^r  mu  Z^fw  •  ILm^^— 

«TM,  ovr«f(  »•«  Kv^M*  ttmi  ffm^tXtm  «rroy  Tf  r«y  vt»  iiriyiMPnMi^, 
x«»  ^«'  ««Ti/  T«y  ««Tf(ff»  Iov}«<4vy  ^t  ow  •§  «AMr«*  r«vr«  duuf« 
•rnCy  fftT^ttwncAf  xxi  Ao»«^v  l^f^NVtfVtr  rof  X^»f«y.      Ibid.   p«  3^^y 

387. — With  the  fame  propriety  may  we  iofer  from  this  paT* 
fage,  that,  according  to  Athanafius,  thefe  Jews  did  not  ac- 
knowUdg€  the  Chrift  for  a  confiderable  time  after  they  were 
converted^  as  it  is  inferred  from  the  other,  that,  in  the  opi^ 
nion  of  this  Father,  the  Apodles  did  not  divulge  the  doArine 
of  the  divinity  of  Jefus  for  a  confiderable  time  after  explain- 
ing  the  doclriue  of  the  Meffiah.  If,  in  the  one  cafe,  he 
means  that  they  confcHed  Chrift  immediately  upon  their 
converfion,  the  fame  intimate  connexion  mufl  be  meant  \xk 
the  other.  For  Acir«v  is  the  term  ufed  in  both  places*  H 
tlicre  be  any  difierence,  it  is  in  favour  of  the  other  place* 
For  there  Athanafius  alio  introduces  ivSv^. 
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coDoemmg  theie  words,  ^cfm^  a  man  tUclared  by  God  in  tie 
$mdfi  ofyou^  yer.  22.  "  What  is  £ud  by  the  hkfTed  Peter 
^  proclaims  the  right  and  fincere  dodrine  of  the  Deity  of 
**  the  oolj-begotten,  not  feparating  the  perfon  of  God  the 
^  Word  l^om  the  man  bom  of  the  Virgin  f /' 

From  diefe  paiTages  let  the  reader  judge,  if  Dr  P.  can 
reafonably  perfift  in  aflerting  that  in  the  opinion  of  Atha- 
nafios,  neither  the  ap<rfUes*  preached,  nor  the  primitive 
Chriftianji  believed  the  cKvinity  of  our  Saviour. 

The  Dodor,  with  the  fame  defign,  adds  a  variety  of  paf« 
fisiges  from  the  writings  of  Chryfoftom  and  other  fithen 
who  lived  in  later  ages.  But  it,  would  ferve  no  good  pur- 
pole  to  follow  him  through  this  labyrbth.  Although  it 
were  unquefliooably  true,  that  all  the  £ithers,  whom  he  has 
qooted,  were  perfuaded  that  the  apoftles  were  cautious  in 
divulgbg  the  dofirine  of  the  divinity  of  Chrifi,  becaufe  of 
tbe  prejudices  of  believing  Jews,  would  we  thence  be  un« 
der  a  neceiEty  of  conduding  that  tbe '  primitive  church 
was  ignorant  of  the  Deity  of  Chrift,  or  that  the  apoftles 
never  preached  thb  dodrine  ?  The  consequence  would,  in* 
deed,  be  neceflary,  were  the  opinions  of  the  fathers  the 
role  of  our  faith.  But,  bleiTcd  be  God,  we  have  the  fcrip- 
tares  of  truth  :  and  we  are  as  much  bound  to  fearch  them 
£or  oorielves,  as  they  were;  If  we  find  this  precious  doc- 
trine in  the  orades  of  God ;  it  does  not  concern  us,  what 
was  the  opinion  of  pious,  but  fallible  men.  As  fisu:  as  cir- 
cumilances  correfpond,  the  divine  Spirit  fpeaks  as  diredly 

T  3  to 

«rM«fuirft(  f«-»*'  «AA«  Gitt  l«;^«v.      Ibid.  p.  2i^%m 

T«f  SMT«r«        fti09uyt9cvi  mi^rrft*  u  tn*  vwfainf  X^V^^  ''*  ®'*^ 

^•ytf  ttw  TV  fit  M«(i«K  mt^^ifih     Contra  Arianos  Oratio  V. 
Op.  vol.  i.  p.  546. 
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to  OS,  as  he  did  to  diofe  to  wham  die  fciipimes  iPeie  im- 
mediate] j  addrefled. 

Dr  P.  does  not,  however,  cndrely  reft  Us  proof^  with 

refpeft  to  die  condoft  of  the  mpofiles,  on  the  opinioa  o£ 
die  Cidiers.  He  afleits  diat«  **  if  we  look  into  the  hook 
^  of  Ads,  we  flail  find  that  diele  ykU&w  doaHma  (of  ii$ 
**  ffte-txiftence  ami  dtvinitj  of  Chrift)  were  not  taught  in  an 
**  eariy  period. — All  theprcaching  of  Chrift,'*  he  iajs.  **  of 
«  which  we  have  an  account  in  die  hook  of  ASa,  ia  that 
^  Jeftis  was  the  Mefliah,  whoie  divine  mifBon  was  oonfinned 
^  hj  miracles,  efpeciaDy  diat  of  his  own  refiineQion»  and 
^  hy  die  gift  of  the  Spirit  V  Bat  it  is  evident  diat  afanoft 
all  the  difcoarfes,  recorded  in  die  Afis,  were  addrefled  to 
Jews  who  did  not  believe ;  and  many  of  them  were  die 
firft  addrefles  made  to  fnch.  This,  dien,  is  the  fofoe  of  Dr 
P/s  argument :  '^  The  apoftles,  in  their  faSt  difboarfiea  to 
**  thole  Jews  who  rejeded  Chrift  as  a  deceiver,  did  not 
**  clearly  dedare  his  Deity  to  them :  therefiore,  they  never 
**  gave  |ny  inflmdioiis,  on  this  fubjeft,  to  thoiie  who  did 
*•  believe."  He,  who  can  fee  the  force  of  diis  fort  of  rea- 
foning,  will  fwallow  any  thing. 

Even  fuppofing  the  truth  of  our  author's  aflertion,  it 
would  not  be  more  difficult  for  us  to  aflign  a  reafon  for  the 
conduft  of  die  apoftles,  than  for  him  (on  his  own  principle, 
that  Jefus  claimed  no  higher  ^ara£ter  than  that  of  a  human 
Mcfliah),  to  flicw,  in  a  (atisfa&ory  manner,  why  he  fo  fire- 
quently  charged  his  difciples  to  tell  no  man  who  he  was. 

Though  it  were  granted  that,  in  the  whole  book  of  Ads, 
there  was  not  one  direS  declaration  of  the  Deity  of  Chrift; 
yet  on  the  giround  of  that  fad  already  mentioned,  that  al- 
moft  all  the  difcourfes,  which  are  there  recorded,  were  ad- 
drefled to  unbelievers,  it  might  be  ihewn  that  it  could  not 
thence  be  juftly  inferred,  that  the  apoftles  never  preached 
this  do£hine,  or  that  the  firft  Chriftians  did  not  believe  it. 

I 

f  VoLiii.  p.  158,159.  V 
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I  (hall  not  argue  from  the  example  of  the  great  Prophet 
bimfelf^  who  laid  even  to  thofe  difciples,  who  had  attended 
him  during  the  whole  of  his  perfonal  miniftrj,  /  have  many 
things  to  tell  you i  but  ye  cannot  now  hear  them;  nor  from 
that  prudence  enjoined  on  them,  when  he  faid.  Be  ye  wife 
aiferpetits  ;  nor  from  the  conduft  of  one  apoffile,  who  wife- 
Ij  availed  himfelf  of  the  difputes  between  the  Pharifees 
and  Sadducees.  The  argument  founded  on  the  prudence  of 
the  apofiles,  may  have  been  carried  too  &r  on  the  one  hand; 
and  it  has  certainly  been  unjuftlj^  interpreted  on  die  other. 

While  we  maintain  that  the  difciples  of  Jefiis  believed 
and  taught  his  Deity,  their  conduft  is  eipedallj  infifliag, 
in  the  difeourfes  referred  to,  on  bis  mediatory  charafieri 
may  be  fufficiently  vindicated,  from  a  variety  of  coefidera- 
dons. 

How  ardently  foever  they  wiihed  to  convince  *  the  un- 
believing Jews  of  his  divmity,  they  could  not  have  chofen 
a  more  proper  method  than  that  which  they  adopted.  The 
eye  of  the  mind  bears  a  (biking  refemblance  to  that  of  the 
body.  Did  natural  light,  In  all  its  fplendor,  at  once  burft 
upon  the  bodily  eye,  it  would  produce  a  temporary  fufpen« 
fion  of  its  powers.  Were  this  continued,  it  would  foon  de- 
(boy  the  vifual  faculty.  But  the  God  of  nature  hath  wife- 
ly ordained  the  gradual  difiu(ion  of  light.  The  (ame  order  is 
preierved  with  refped  to  the  mind.  In  every  fcience  there 
are  firft  principles,  the  knowledge  of  which  is  primarily 
neceflary.  If  thefe  be  difregarded,  the  mind,  inftead  of 
receiving  inilrudion,  is  ftupiiied.  Before  tlie  coming  of 
Chrift,  God  dealt  with  his  church  as  in  an  infantile  (late, 
imparting  knowledge  only  by  degrees,  and  extending  his 
inflruffions,  juft  as  (he  was  able  to  receive  them.  Under 
the  New  Teftament,  he  hath  provided  milh  for  babesy  as 
well  2sJlrong  meat  for  them  who^/en/es  arc  ^xerci/ed.  The 
Spirit  teaches  us  that  the  firft  principles  miift  be  known^ 

T  4  before 
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before  there  can  be  anj  progre&  towards  perfieflion.  Our 
Lord  told  his  hearers  of  eartbiy  tbings^  before  lie  would  tdl 
them  of  thoie  that  were  heavenlj,  (John  iiL  la).  ThaefioR^ 
it  was  znoll  natural  and  proper  for  his  apoAles,  prunarilj  to 
inform  their  hearers  of  thofe  eartUy  tbu^i  which  y^'^™**^ 
to  their  Lordf  as  refpeding  fai^  human  nature.  This  m^ 
indeed,  theybo/ of  that  Zdd^bj  which  thej- were  toalbeiid. 
No  reafoning  can  be  more  concfaifive,  or  move  coovio- 
cing,  than  that  which  proceeds  on  the  concelBaiis  or  ptwi- 
ous  convidions  of  thoCe  with  whom  we  argue.  Thk  me- 
thod'the  apoAIes  obferved.  There  is  a  ikying  of  Peter,  die 
found  of  which  is  fb  pleafing  to  our  author,  that  he  loies  no 
opportunity  of  introducing  it.  H^  gives  it  a  place  almoft 
in  every  work  on  this  fubjeft,  large  or  final!.  ^  The  apo- 
^*  ftles/*  he  fays,  '^  and  all  who  converled  with  our  (xvd, 
^^  before  and  after  his  refurre£don«  confidered  l|im  in  no 
''  other  light  than  fimply  as  a  man  approved  of  God,  ip 
*^Jigns  and  wonders  which  God  did  hy  him,  AAs  ii.  aa  *." 
But  it  b  evident  that  Dr  P.  either  wilfully  or  ignorantly, 
has  never  attended  to  the  proper  defign  and  real  force  of 
this  language.  The  apofUe  Peter  docs  not,  in  thefe  words, 
give  a  fummary  of  the  common  faith.  But  he  particularly 
mentions  the  humanity  of  Chrifl,  becaufe  he  was  about  to 
fpeak  of  his  fufferings,  death  and  refurre^on,  and  wiihed 
to  convince  his  hearers  of  their  guilt  in  crucifying  him, 
even  from  what  thcmfelves  believed.  Had  he  faid  ;  "  Jefus, 
"  the  eternal  Son  of  God,  equal  with  the  Father, — him  be- 
**  ing  delivered, — yt,  have  takeUi  and  by  wicked  hands 
**  have  crucified  and  flain,  and  he  hath  rifen  from  the  dead," 
they  would  perhaps  have  confidered  his  language  as  a  proof 
of  their  former  chai-ge,  that  thefe  men  were  full  of  new 
wine,  ver.  13.  The  apparent  contradiSions  would  moft 
probably  have  prevented  their  giving  hina  a  further  hearing. 

But 

t  -Hiil.  of  Corrupt  vol.  i.  p.  2.  Ear.  Op.  vol.  i.  p.  iz.  vol.  iii.  pb  210. 
^.H  Appeal,  p.  16,  General  View,  p.  13.  &c.  &c. 
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Bat  he  proceeds  with  them  on  grounds  which  they  could 
not  denj.  While  thej  believed  that  Jefus  was  a  inao,  they 
could  not  refufe  that  he  had  the  moft  extraordinary  at- 
teftations.     Therefore  he  fays ;  *'*  Ye  men  of  Ifrael,  hear 

thele  words ;  Jefus  of  Nazareth,  a  man  approved  of  Grod 

amo^g  fom<,  by  miracles,  and  wonders,  and  figns,  which 
*'  God  did  by  him  in  the  midft  of  you,  as  ye  yourfehes  alfq 
**  ia^w;  him  being  delivered, — ye  have  ,taken,  and  by 
*'  wicked  bands  have  crucified  and  flain  ;  whom  God  hath 
"  raifed  up."  It  is  remarkable  that,  in  all  the  places  where 
we  have  met  with  this  paiTage,  as  quoted  by  our  author, 
be  does  not  once  give  the  twenty  fecond  verfe  fully.  He 
generally  throws  out  thefe  words,  which  mark  the  true 
defign  of  the  apoflle,  as  containing  his  appeal  to  the  know* 
ledge  of  the  Jews  themfelves.  He  calls  Jefus  a  mutf  juft 
as  be  calb  him  yefyt  of  Nm&anth  ;  in  both  cafes,  accommo* 
dating  bb  language  to  Uieir  apprehenfions.  From  the  mod^ 
of  expreiBon^  there  is  no  more  reafon  to  infer  that  he  ac« 
counted  Jefus  a  mere  man,  than  that  he  coniidered  Naza- 
reth as  the  place  of  his  nativity,  becaufe  he  ufes  that  phra- 
feology  which  was  common  with  the  Jews,  on  this  falfe 
fuppofition. 

He  fays  that  Jefus  was  approvid  of  God,  But  this  phrafe 
does;  not  convey  the  full  or  proper  meaning  of  aTc^iSitty- 
fcnov.  It  is,  pointed  out  in  the  plained  manner,  y^/  A''^^  or 
demonflrated  by  God  to^  or  among  you^  (1  Cor.  iv.  9.).  Had 
the  apoftle  meant,  as  he  is  underflood  by  Socinians,  to  af- 
liire  his  hearers  that  Jefus  was  a  mere  man,  he  would  have 
exprefled  himfelf  very  differently.  He  does  not,  in  this 
place,  particularly  fpccify  what  Jefus  w*dS  dcmonjirated  to 
be.  He  either  leaves  a  blank,  which  he  was  afterwards  to 
fill  up  in  the  progrels  of  hb  difcourfe  ;  or  infinuates  that 
the  wonderful  works,  performed  by  him,  mcft  clearly, 
proved  hb  title   to  all  that  honour  which  they  knew  he 

had 
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had  claimed,  and  for  claiming  which^  tbej  had 
him,  that  of  being  the  proper  Son  of  God. 

The  infpired  hiflorian  Mofes  caUs  thofe  tiret  mem^  Gen. 
xviii.  2.  to  none  of  whom  this  charafter  reaUj  bekoged* 
For,  two  of  them  were  angels,  and  the  other  was  Jehotab. 
Whj,  then,  does  he  call  them  men  ?  Becanfe  tbej-  mppcaied 
as  fuch ;  and  becaufe  Abraham,  at  firft,  confidered  them 
in  no  other  light.  In  the  £ime  fenfe,  he  wfaowrcftledwidi 
Jacob  is  called  a  maitf  Gen.  zzxii.  24.  although  he  had 
power  to  bleis  him,  vef.  26.  29.  and  was  tmlj-  God.  If 
thefe  might  be  called  men^  who  had  nothing  m<H«  than  the 
appearance  of  human  nature ;  much  more  he,  of  whom  k 
is  granted  that  he  was  trulj  man.  If  Jehovah  himftlf 
might  receive  this  deiignation,  becaufe  he  aflomed  mefdj 
the  likeneft  of  our  nature ;  it  can  be  no  argument  agaioi 
his  being  God,  of  whom  it  is  believed  diat  he  afliuncd  this 
nature  in  reality.  Indeed,  both  Mofes  and  Peter  fpeak  of 
the  fame  glorious  Perfon. 

The  apoflle's  addreis  is  a  ftriking  example  of  the  argu- 
ment ad  hominem.  It  is  as  if  he  had  £dd,  ^*  To  confider 
*'  Jefus  merely  as  he  appeared  to  you  in  human  nature,  you 
*'  cannot  deny  that  he  was  a  great  and  extraordinary  per- 
*'  fon,  and  that  he  had  the  higheft  atteftation  poiBble. 
**  Therefore,  when  you  crucified  him,  it  muil  have  been 
*'  voith  wicked  bands.'*  His  laying  that  God  did thtk  things 
by  binjj  is  no  proof  that  he  confidered  Jefus  as  a  mere  man. 
For  though  the  works  which  our  Saviour  performed,  in  all 
their  circuniftancfes,  were  a  full  demonftration  of  his  Deity ; 
yet  the  particular  relation  in  which  he  performed  them, 
was  that  of  a  fervant.  Dr  P.  can  derive  no  advantage 
from  this  language,  unlefs  he  beg  the  queflion.  For  the 
warmeft  friend  of  the  Deity  of  Chrift  aflfents  to  the  words 
in  their  proper  meaning,  as  truly  as  he.  There  was  the 
grcateft  propriety  in  faying,  that  Cod  did  thefe  things  bf  bim^ 

becaufe 
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becsofe  the  Jews  had  impioufly  afcribed  hit  moft  iUnftrions 
works  to  Belzebub.  ■ 

Biit  it  caoQot  be  proved  that  the  aflertion,  that  God  did 
fhefe  things  by  him,  as  manf  ez^udes  his  divinity.  For  ail 
thtfidtufi  of  the  godhead  dwells  in  him  bodily.  The  human 
natnre  of  Chrift  was  the  medium  of  the  mani&ftation  of 
divine  pow«r.  It  is  univerialij  allowed  by  the  orthodox, 
that  onr  Saviour,  even  in  hb  exalted  (late,  received  and  re- 
emet  gifts  im  the  man^  Plal.  Ixviii.  i8«  God  alfo  raifed  him 
wp.  But  can  our  author  prove  that  this  general  deiignation 
of  the  Deity  excludes  God  the  Son?  Did  he  not  declare 
that  he  had  power  to  lay  down  his  life^  and  to  take  it  again  i 

Little  as  Athanafinsi  according  to  our  author's  teftii^onyf 
mild  find  in  £ivour  of  the  divinity  of  Chrift  in  the  a- 
poftle's  difcourfe,  he  found  fomething  even  here.  For,  ex- 
plaining this  verfe,  he  &ys  ;  **  From  diefe  figns  and  mi* 
^  rades  which  the  Lord  did,  he  was  demonftrated  to  be, 
^  not  a  mere  man,  but  God  incarnate  \*'  1  am  not  fure, 
but  the  language  might  be  properly  rendered,  which  God 
In  the  midjl  0/  you  did  by  him  \  as  expreilive  of  that  an- 
dtypical  dwelling  as  in  a  tabernacle,  of  that  real  incama- 
tioD  of  a  divine  Perfon,  fo  long  and  fo  frequently  promifed 
to  the  church,  in  terms  precifely  of  the  fame  import.  It 
ieferves  our  notice,  that  the  promife  in  Joel;  which  the  a- 
pcftle  illuftrates  as  the  fiAjed'of  his  difcourde,  is  immedi- 
ately preceded  by  another,  expreHive  of  God's  dwelling  in 
the  midJl  of  his  church,  chap.  ii.  27  f. 

Thofe  conclufions,  to  which  the  mind  is  neceflarily  led, 
IS  the  refult  of  its  own  principles,  or  of  its  previous  con- 
riftions  and  operadons,  have  peculiar  energy.    Here  were 

many. 

*  ^fi%  ymf  raw  wn/Attuf  xat  art  tifttt  ^mufta^tov  •  Kvfi»(»  mirtitt* 
}[%9  yix'  «'X«r  av^pmifft  cxxa  6f9f  et  fr  ^o/tmri.  Contra  ArUiMi 
Orat.  iiL  Opera,  toL  i.  ^  383. 

t  S«e  alio  chap.  iii.  17. 
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many  witneflesi  folemnly  teftifying  that  God  had  raifed  if  V 
that  very  Perfon  whom  the  Jews  had  crucified*  The  Holj  r 
Spirit  evidently  attefted  thefe  witncITes  by  the  miracokoi  f 
gift  of  tongues.  Therefore,  as  foon  as  their  heareia  were 
convinced  of  the  truth  of  their  teftimony,  they  would  ooa- 
dude  within  themfelves,  that  Jefus  had  fufiered  unjufiij. 
They  would  inftantly  recoiled  the  ground  of  his  coodea* 
nation  by  their  Sanhedrim.  This,  they  knew,  was  hit 
own  tellimony,  that  he  was  the  Son  of  God.  Finding  tliit 
his  character  was  vindicated,  in  fo  extraordinary  a  nuuuicr» 
theyi  mud  immediately  have  inferred  the  truth  of  that  tcfii- 
mony,  and  concluded  that  he  was  the  Son  of  God,  in  that 
very  £enfe  according  to  which  he  was  fuppoled  to  be  diarge- 
able  with  blafphemy,  as  making  bimfelf  equal  %vitb  Go^and 
afierting  his  title  to  fit  at  the  right  hand  of  power.  ' 

In  that  age,  God  condefcended  to  call  the  attention  of 
carnal  men,  by  evidence  addrefied  to  their  fenfes  \  confizm* 
ing  divine  truths  by  miracles,  which  were  a  jSj^  to  tbem 
vjbo  believed  noi^  i  Cor.  xiv.  22.  It  was,  therefore,  moft 
natural  for  his  ambafiadors,  ^r/l  to  appeal  to  thefe  bBs 
which  had  been  fubje£led  to  the  fenfes  of  men ;  and  to  de« 
duce  from  them  all  thofe  inferences  that  were  native,  as 
clearing  the  way  for  the  reception  of  do&rines  truly  more 
Jiib/ime. 

Some  of  thefe  difcourfes  recorded  in  the  AAs  were  de- 
livered in  fuch  circumdances,  that  the  difciples  could  not 
avoid  this  method,  or  at  leail,  could  not  obferve  any  other 
fo  proper.  When  cloven  tongues^  like  as  of  fire ^  fat  on  each 
of  them^  ahd  every  man  heard  tbem  fpeak  in  bis  ovun  lan- 
guage }  they  were  under  a  neceffity  of  accounting  for  thefe 
aftoniihing  circumflances,  in  reply  to  the  inquiries  of  fome, 
and  to  the  ridicule  of  others,  A6b  ii.  12,  13.  They  could 
not  anfwer  that  queftion.  What  meaneth  tbis  /  without  de- 
claring that  it  was  the  work  of  Jefus,     They  could  not 

erfuade 
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Marfoade  their  countrymen,  that  it  was  his  work,  without 
>roclaiming  his  refiirreftion  and  glorj.  Thej  could  not 
xroclaim  thefe,  without  referring  to  his  death,  and  crimi- 
lating  thofe  who  had  crucified  him*  They  could  not  c(hi- 
rince  them  of  their  guilt  in  crucifying  him,  £b  direftly, 
IS  bjr  proving  that  he  was  the  true  Meffiah.  For  it  was 
only  a  part  of  their  guilt,  that  they  had  rejeded  the  Son 
of  God.  This  formally  confiiled  in  their  rejeding  him  in 
the  moQ  endearing  charader  which  he  could  fuftain,  that 
of  the  promifed  Deliverer.  ^  As  all  their  national  hopes, 
defires  and  longings  centered  here,  the  apoftles  could  not 
touch  any  other  firing  that  pofTeiTed  fuch  univerfal  in- 
fluence. Indeed,  they  could  not  ^ihew  that  the  efiufion  of 
the  Spirit  was  the  work  of  Jefus,  without  immediately 
defiaibing  him  as  Mefliah.  For  all  the  promises  of  the 
gift  of  the  Spirit  referred  to  the  time  of  his  appearance  : 
and  it  was  not  immediately  as  the  Son  of  God,  but  as 
MediatCMT,  that  he  h^AJbed  forth  that  which  they  heard  and 
(aw.  It  was  as  being  himfelf  the  Chriji^  the  Anointed^ 
that  he  communicated  this  anoiriting  to  others.  As  King 
of  Zioo,  on  occafion  of  his  triumphant  entry  into  hid 
palace,  he  diftributed  gifts  to  men,  and  proclaimed  pardon 
tven  to  the  rebellious.  From  him  as  the  head  of  the  body, 
exalted  in  human  nature^  did  thefe  influences  defcend  on  the 
members.  It  would,  therefore^  have  been  highly  improper 
to  have  pafTed  over  his  mediatory  character,  the  more  im- 
mediate caufe  of  all  this,  in  order  to  prove  his  divine  na- 
ture, which  was  the  more  remote ;  efpecially  as  the  remote 
caufe  could  not  be  believed,  without  a  previous  conviftion 
with  refped  to  the  immediate. 

The  fame  obCervation  will  aj^ly  to  the  addrefs  of  the 

apofiles  to  the  council,  when  th^y  were  interxY)gatcd  in 

regard  to  their  healing  the  impotent  man,  A3s  iv.  5. — 12. 

The  rulers  faid  \  **  By  what  power,  or  by  what  name  have 

2  "ye 
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*^  je  done  this  }**  The  apoftles  replied ;  '^  If  we  tliif  dij ' 
**  be  examined  of  the  good  deed  done  to  the  impotent  flmy 
*^  bj  what  means  he  is  made  whole  ;  Be  it  known  nnlD 
*<  you  all, — That  by  the  name  of  Jefus  Chrift  %£  Ntza- 
*^  rethy  whom  ye  cnicified,  whom  God  railed  firom  the 
*^  dead,  even  by  him  doth  this  man  fiand  here  before  jon 
^  whole."  They  declare  Uiat  the  cure  was  efieded  m 
confequence  of  the  exaltation  of  Jefus  as  Mediator,  of  his 
being  raifed^  and  becoming  the  bead  of  the  corner^  ver*  il. 
And  this  was,  undoubtedly,  the  moft  proper  coiuie  thit 
the  apoftles  could  take,  in  the  firft  inftance  at  leaft.  For 
their  miraculous  powers  proceeding  from  him  as  Mediator, 
every  time  that  thefe  were  exerdfed,  there  was  a  renewed 
vindication  of  his  charader,  and  a  new  evidence  of  dr 

m 

great  guilt  of  his  periecutors.    . 

It  was  as  neceflary  to  believe  the  real  hnmanitj  of 
Chrift,  as  the  truth  of  his  divinity.  For  without  the  one, 
men  could  receive  no  benefit  firom  the  other.  The  works 
afcribed  to  him,  as  properly  hb  own,  are  fo  great,  that,  to 
reafon,  it  feems  fully  as  difficult  to  believe  that  he  was 
truly  man,  as  that  he  was  the  Son  of  God.  Had  not  the 
apoftles  guarded  againft  this  extreme,  the  Jews  who,  from 
their  writings,  were  fo  well  acquainted  with  the  inter- 
vention of  angels,  might  have  fallen  into  that  error,  which 
fo  generally  prevailed  in  fucceeding  ages,  of  fuppofing  that 
Chrift  had  only  the  appearance  of  humanity,  and  that  he 
only  feemed  to  fufler,  to  die,  to  rife  again,  and  to  afcend. 
His  own  difciples,  both  before  and  after  his  death,  when 
they  faw  him  fufpend  the  ordinary  laws  of  nature,  were 
under  the  temporary  infiuence  of  this  error.  When  they 
beheld  him  walking  on  the  fea^  tbey  were  troubled,  foying^ 
It  is  a  Spirit,  Matth.  xiv.  a6.  When,  after  his  refurredioo, 
Yi^Jlood  in  tbe  midjl  of  them,  the  doors  being  Jbut,  they  were 
terrified  and  affrighted,  and  fuppofed  that  they  bad  feem  • 

a  Sfirit, 
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S^nt\  Luke  xxlv.  37.  The  H0I7  Ghpft,  who  afterwards 
fpoke  by  them,  not  only  guarded  their  immediate  hearers 
againfi  this  error;  but,  forefeeing  its  future  prevalence, 
provided  the  chcu*ch  mth  a  fufficient  antidote. 

It  was  necelTary  that  tbe  difciples  Ihould  efpecially  de- 
clare the  divine  miffion  of  Jefus  as  the  Mefliah ;  becauie  in 
this  dutfaAer  he  wrought  falvation.  It  was  only  as  fent 
by  die  Father,  that  he  could  be  the  Saviour,  as  his  Jervant 
and  JeB^  that  he  was  to  receive  the  Spirit  and  bring  forth 
jmJgmeta  to  the  Gentiles^  Ifa«  zlii.  i.  The  knowledge  of 
Je&s  as  the  eternal  Son  of  God,  could,  of  itfelf,  have  been 
ci  no  real  advantage  to  finful  men.  Therefore,  before  hb 
coming,  his  divinity  was  fiill  revealed  in  the  moft  intimate 
connexion  with  his  mediatory  charafier.  Did  the  Father 
tefiify  to  the  ICraelites,  that  his  Name  was  in  bim  f  He,  at 
die  fiune  dme,  revealed  him  as  an  Jngel  or  Mejfenger^ 
commanding  them  to  obey  bis  voice.  When  he  was  declared 
to  be  a  begotten  Son,  and  exhibited  as  the  objeft  of  £uth, 
he  was  alio  proclaimed  King  over  Zion.  That  charader, 
ih€  mighty  Godf  is  given  him  in  connexion  with  others  ex« 
preffive  of  his  office.  When  his  goings  forth  are  laid  to 
have  been  from  of  old^from  everlaJUng^  be  is  at  the  Ik&e 
dme  defcribed  as  the  Ruler  oflfrael^  who  (hould  come  forth 
oat  of  Bethlehem. 

Thus,  alfo,  the  apoftles  took  the  mofl  proper  plan  for 
combating  the  prejudices  of  the  Jews.  We  have  heard  1^ 
great  deal  concerning  their  firm  perfuafion  that' the  MeiHah 
was  to  be  a  mere  man.  It  is  granted  on  both  fides,  that 
die  dofirine  of  the  refurreBion  was  denied  by  many  of 
diis  people.  Perfons  of  this  delcripdon  could  have  no  fear 
of  God,  and,  of  confequence,  no  refpefi  to  Jefus,  although 
declared  to  be  divine.  But  a  convidion  of  the  truth  of 
diia  dofirine,  as  examplified  in  him  when  once  produced  in 
their  minds,  would  be  a  mean  of  awakening  them  to  con- 
cern 
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cem  about  their  eternal  interefts.  There  was  another  prt- 
jadice,  fully  as  powerful  and  prevalent  among  them,  is 
anj  of  the  former.  Thb  was  in  favour  of  a  falvatioa 
merely  of  a  temporal  nature.  While  this  remainecL  the 
proclamation  of  a  divine  Savioiu-  would  be  defpifed.  But, 
as  the  refurredion  of  Jefus  proved  that  he  was  the  tne 
Meiliah ;  hb  previous  fufFeringSi  and  his  entrance  into 
glory,  would  convince  thofe  who  did  not  rejeft  the  former 
evidence,  that  he  came  tp  acconnplifh  a  fpiritual  falvatigo. 
By  (Iriking  againft  the  prejudices  laft  mentioped,  the  t- 
poftles  laid  the  axe  to  the  root  p/  the  tree.  Although  it 
were  certain,  that  the  Jews  of  that  age  generally  beUevcd 
that  the  Mefliah  was  to  be  no  more  th&n  man  ;  while  we 
know  the  dodrine  of  fcripture,  and  the  faith  of  their  pro- 
genitors, we  mull  be  perfuaded  that  the  great  reafoo  pf 
their  deluiion  in  this  refpeft,  was  their  having  loft  all  fp>* 
ritual  apprehenfions  of  his  work  and  kingdom*. 

The  method,  adopted  by  the  apoftles,  feema  to  have 
been  confbnant  to  that  of  God  himfelf,  in  .making  known 
to  his  people  the  character  of  Jefus.  He  firfl  gave  them 
the  mod  abundant,  and  the  moft  fatisfa£lory  evidence  of 
4be  dignity  of  the  Per/on  whom  he  fent.  This  confifted  ia 
his  own  teflimony  from  heaven,  in  the  teftimony  of  John 
the  Baptifl,  in  that  of  Jefus  himfelf,  and  in  that  alfo  of  his 
works,  to  which  he  often  appealed  as  undeniable  proofs  of 
his  divinity. .  Thence  the  apofUe  John  demonilrates  that,  al- 
though his  own  received  bim  not,  it  was  not  for  want  of  evi- 
dence.  For  he  fays  ;  J^e  beheld  bis  glory,  the  glory  as  of 
the  only-hegotten  of  the  Father*  In  the  introduAion  to  his 
firft  epiiUe,  he  alfo  fliews  that  the  Word  of  life  was  moft 
clearly  manifejled.  But  God  had  another,  and  a  final,  evi- 
dence in  refer ve  for  them.  This,  indeed,  more  immedi- 
atcly  referred  to  the  mediatory  chat  ader  of  Jefus.  It  was 
no  other  than  the  fign  of  the  prophet  Jonas.    Need  we 

wonder. 


Cbapu  X .  afcriiid  to  thi  Ap%fiUi.  305 

wonder,  then,  that  the  apoftles  ihould  efpecitlly  infift  on 
his  refarreAion  ?  They  coold  not  provcy  or  even  mention 
thtSt  without  aflertiog  his  humanitj.  Thej  generally  af- 
cribe  the  work  to  God.  But  this  was  alfo  proper.  For  it 
was  a  dired  proof  of  the  innocence  of  Jefus»  tending  to 
remove  the  prejudices  of  the  Jews  againft  him  as  an  im- 
poftor,  and  a  blafphemer.  It  was  alfo  a  certain  demonftra- 
lion  of  the.  perfeftion  of  his  mediatory  work.  While  the 
apoflln  afcribed  the  refurre&ion  to  God,  they  denied  it  to 
Jeliis  oi  man  only  \  but,  as  has  been  ieen,  did  not  exclude 
the  fecood  Perfon  of  the  Trinity,  any  more  thiAi  the  firfi; 
or  third. 

,  The  niediatorial  charadler  of  Jefus  was  that  fpecial 
poiet  of  teflimcuty  with  which  he  entrufted  his  fervants. 
If  they  ci^irly  and  fully  declared  this,  the  priipary  end  of 
their  mi(Soo»  nfpecially  as  refpediog  their  countrymen*  wa$ 
fulfilled.  It  being  once  efiabliihed  that  Jefus  was  tha^  illo- 
ftrious  Perlbn  foretold,  the  Jews  were  referred  to  more  aa^ 
cient,  and,  to  them,  more  inconteftable  proob,  as  tohis 
eilential  dignity.  Thefe  were  their  own  (criptures.  To 
thefe  our  Lord  himfelf  h?d  appealed,  when  proving  his 
equality  with  the  Father.  He  hstd  accufed  his  hearers  of 
dtfbelieving  the  teilimony  of  Mofes,  becaufe  they  rejeAed 
his  2  Had  ye  btlUved  Aiofes^  he  fays,  yi  would  have  bilievid 
ISM,  John  V.  46.  The  fame  method  was  obferved  by  his 
tervants.  To  mention  one  inflance  only ;  it  is  evidently 
ihe  defign  of  Stephen,  to  prove  that  the  prophet  foretold 
by  Moiea  wsi  that  Angel  who  declared  that  he  was  the  God 
of  Abraham,  of  Ifaac,  and  of  Jacob,  Acb  vii,  30,  31,  31. 

37»  38- 

It  was  not  the  principal  work  of  the  apoftles  to  pro* 

daim  the  eflential  dignity  of  the  promifed  Mcfuah.     This 

ted  been  done  in  the  cleareft  manner,  in  the  promifts  and 

Vol.  I.  U  prev^iiftions 
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prediAions  refpeding  his  appearance.  Nor  was  it  the  im- 
mediate end  of  their  miffion,  to  unfold  the  nature  of  die 
mediatory  office,  the  peribnal  qualifications  neceflaiy  for 
the  difcharge  of  it,  the  means  bj  which  the  work  of  die 
Mediator  was  to  be  accompliihed,  or  the  evidences  of  lis 
adual  com^tion.  All  this  ¥ras  alio  done  to  their  bands. 
The  great  defign  of  the  law,  and  of  the  writings  of  the 
prophets^  being  to  teftify  of  Chrift  in  thefe  refpeds ;  had 
the  apoftles  diredly  entered  on  this  work,  their  condnft 
would  have  contained  a  refleffion  on  the  Spirit  ^fropbKj^ 
as  if  it  had  not  been  tht  tefiimony  o/ycfus.  They  were  efpe- 
cially  to  identify  the  Perfon  of  whom  Mofis^  in  the  law^  md 
tie  prophiiM^  did  write.  For  this  i»  indtfpen&bly  neoeflacy 
in  all  evidence  thatshas  a  perfonal  reiped.  They  were  ts 
ibew  that  this  very  Jefus,  whom  the  Jews  had  crucified,  w«i 
he.  For,  after  the -coming  of  the  Meffiah,  how  jnft  (bever 
the  abftratt  notions  that  men  might  entertain  concennng  his 
Tevealed  eharader,  if  they  denied  that  Jefos  was  the  per- 
fon, notwithftanding  their  having  fufficient  means  of  infor- 
mation, they  expofed  themfelves  to  the  danger  of  dyin^  in 
tb€irjins*  The  apoftles  were  to  identify  the  Perfon,  by 
ihewing  that  all  thofe  fenfible  evidences  of  the  accompliih- 
ment  of  the  work  of  mediation,  which  had  been  promifed 
in  the  fcriptures,  were  verified  in  Jefus  ;  particularly  in  his 
wonderful  works,  hb  great  humiliation,  his  fufierings  to  the 
death,  hb  refurredion,  afcenfion,  and  effiifion  of  the  Spirit. 
That  this  was  their  more  immediate  work,  b  evident 
from  what  our  Lord  fajs  to  them  with  refped  to  the  end 
of  their  mifCon  :  IJent  you  to  nap  that  whereon  ye  be^owed 
no  labour  :  Other  men  laboured^  and  ye  are  entered  into  their 
labours,  John  iv.  38.  He  refers  not  only  to  hb  own  and 
the  Baptifl's  labours,  but  to  thofe  of  all  the  prophets.  He 
reprefents  them  as  fowers,  and  the  apo&les  as  reapersc 

Herein 
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Herein  is  thai  faying  truef  Onefo'wetb^  and  onotbeT  reafetb^ 
ver.  37*   The  prophets  had  the  laborious  work  df  phwing 
up  ibe  foBow  ground ;  of  fowing,  among*  a  Carnal  people, 
the  predoos  doftrine  concerning  the  Perfon  and  Office  of 
the  Sariour.    The  apoftles  are  faid,  like  reilpefs,  to  enter 
into  tbeir  labours  ;  becaufe  their  principal  work  ii9^  Co  de- 
clare that  Jefos  was  that  Meffiah  (o  particularly  defigtiedbj 
die  prophets,  to  produce  fufficient  evidence  of  this,  and  thn^ 
to  reap  the  fruits  of  their  labours  in  the  converfion  of  mul« 
titudea.    The  primitive  church  underftood  our  Saviour^ 
words  in  this  very  fenfe.     Thus  thej  are  explained  by 
IrenaBua.   *•  Who  are  thefe  who  laboured  f^^This  is  evt 
**  deotl  J  to  be  underftood  of  the  patriarchs  and  prophets, 
^  who  alfo  prefigured  \our  faith,  and  dilTeminatcd  in  the 
^  earth  the  dodrine  of  the  coming  of  the  Son  of  God,  de^ 
^  daring  wbo  9Sid  wbdt  n$anner  of  ferfon  he  fliouldbe; 
^  diat  their  fucceflbrs,  who  feared  the  Lord,  might  reiadil  j 
*^  acknowledge  the  coming  of  Chrift,  being  inftrufted  by 
•*  the  prophets."    This  he  illuftratcs,  firft  by  the  conduft 
of  Jofeph,  in  retaining  Mary,  after  being  informed  that  ibe 
was  with  child  of  the  Holy  Ghoft ;  then,  by  the  fudden 
convcnrfion  of  the  Eunuch.     **  On  this  account,"  he  fays, 
**  Philip,  when  he  found  the  Eunuch  of  the  Queen  of  £- 
thiopia  reading  thefe  things  which  are  written,  eafily 
perfuaded  him  to  believe  that  the  perfon  fpoken  of  was 
^  ChriS,  who  was  cmdfied  under  Pontius  Pilate,  and  fu&T- 
^'  ed  whatever  the  prophets  foretold  }  and  that  he  was  that 
*'  Son  of  God  who  gives  eternal  life  to  meft.     And  as 
foon  as  he  had  baptized  him,  he  departed  from  him.   For 
nothing  befidea  was  wanting  to  him  who  was  before  in* 
ftmded  by  the  prophets.    He  was  not  ignorant  of  God 
^  the  Father : — but  only  of  the  adtient  of  the  Son  of  God, 
**  which  being  foon  made  acqi^ainted  with,  he  went  on  his 
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'^  way  rejoicing,  and  became  a  preacher  of  tho  coming  of 
Chrift  in  Ethiopia.  Oo  this  account  alfo,  the  apoft)ea» 
when  gatherUig  the  loft  iheep  of  the  houie  of  ifrael/  aail 
<^  addreffing  them  from  the  (criptnres,  flawed  that  Jefniy 
**  who  was  crucifiedy  was  the  Son  of  the  living  Godt  and 
^  perfuaded  great  mnldtudes  *«*' 

They  were  to  prove  the  mediatory  charafittr.of  JefiVi 
efpedally  from  ihaXfenfibU  evidence  ^ith  which  thej  had 
been  favoured,  not  for  their  own  (akes  only,  but  for  d» 
behoof  of  others.     What  they  hsi&feen  with  ibiir  eyitf  md 
iaoied  mpoUf  and  beards  and  bandied  of  the  living  Ward^  they 
were  to  declarf  to  others.     Therefore,  they  are  called  #ftf- 
witneffss  of  tbt  IVord^  Luke  i.  a.    When  deicribed  in  tfaii 
cbaraAer,  the  death  and  refurredioa  of  Jefus,  with  reasiiffioA 
of  fins  through  his  blood,  are  (bmetknes  naentHBc^  as  Ae 
principal  articles  of  their  teftimony,  chap.  xjdv.   46^— ^S» 
ffbus  it  iiJbovid  Cbrift  to  fufftr^  and  to  rift  from  tio  dmi 
tbi  third  day^  and  that  repentance  and  remffiom  ofJSnsJboM 
be  preached  in  bit  name. — And  ye  are  bis  witnejfis  of  theje 
things  f .     Tt  is  fomctimes  extended  to  all  the  circumftances 
of  his  life,  as  well  as  of  his  death,  refurre^tion  and  glory, 
A£b  X.39.  42.     On  other  occafioas,  the  refurrefiion  alone 
is  mentioned,  as  if  it  had  been  the  only  article  of  their  te- 
ilimony ;  becaufe  it  was  the  great  evidence  of  the  perfefiion 
of  his  chara^er,  including  all  the  reft.    Therefore,  when 
the  vacancy  in  the  facred  college  was  to  be  fupplied,  the 
definition  of  an  apoftle  is  fimply  given  in  tliefe  words  ;  One 
mujl  be  ordained  to  be  a  witne/s  with  ms  of  the  refnrreBion^ 
A£b  i.  22. 

It  may  be  faid,  that  '  if  Jefus  was  truly  God,  it  would 
''  have  tended  more  dircftly  to  illuftrate  his  dignity,  had  the 

'*  apoftles 

.   *  Iren.  Lib.  iv.  c.  40.  f  S«e  alfo  A^  ▼•  3<>  J2«  liii.  31. 
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^  ftpofilcB  plaiiilj  declare  thtt  he  rofe  from  tlie  dead  bj 
•«  his  own  power."  But  tbe  doSrine  of  the  refurredioii^ 
urged  in  riiis  manner,  would  not  have  fo  properlj  confirm- 
ed that  of  remiffion  tX  fite  through  his  blood.  The  a* 
poftki  were  bound  efpedally  to  declare,  that  he  was  raifid 
0gamfor  our  juftifieatitm^  that  his  refurreftion  was  the  great 
evidenoe  of  the  per&dion  of  his  obedience  and  fuffinings  as 
#nr  SuretjfUnd  of  the  acceptance  of^bis  work  bj  God  the 
Father,  a&ing  as  Judge.  When  preaching  the  doArine  of 
fidvation,  it  was  neceflary  for  them  to  adhere  to  the  ceco* 
nomjr.  For  thej  could  preach  it  on  no  other  ground.  And 
even  in  adhering  to  this,  thej  had  abundant  opportunity  of 
dedaring  the  dignity  of  the  Perfon. 

But  the  apoftles  were  not  the  only  witnefles  of  theik 
diinga.  The  Spirit  of  God  concurred  in  this  teltimoliy. 
Mow,  he  is  fpoken  of  as  a  joint  witneb  with  them  :  Wion 
im  iukuiJptM  ^r^^md  fo  alfo  is  tbe  Holy  Gbojl,  Ads  v.  3a. 
£Uefdiere,  he  is  represented  aa  a  fiiperior  witneft,  confir- 
ming .their  teftimony,  and  attefting  themfelves :  God  alfo 
htarimg  tbem  witnefs  wkb  figns^  and  wondtrSi^-'^nd  gifts  of 
tbs  Holy  Gbofl^  Heb.  ii.  4.  By  his  miraculous  gifb,  he  at'* 
tefted  them  as  fiiithfiil  witnefles.  His  own  teftimony  con- 
ceming  Jeius  efpecially  refpeded  the  perfedion  of  his  work 
as  Mediator,  his  glory  and  power  as  exalted  in  human  na- 
ture. As  fent  to  the  church,  be  is  tbe  Spirit  of  Cbri^, 
1  Pet.  L  II.  that  is,  of  the  Mefliah.  As  Jefus  ia  called  tie 
Cbrijlf  becaufe  he  was  anointed  by  the  Spirit ;  the  latter  b 
called  tbe  Spirit  of  Cbrifi^  becaufe  he  is  communicated  by 
him  in  his  mediatory  charafter.  We  muft,  therefi>re,  fup- 
pole  that  it  is  more  dire&ly  his  work,  under  the  New  Te- 
fiame&t  di%>enfsKtion,  to  tcftify  of  Jefus,  in  this  very  refpefi. 
When  it  is  fiud,  John  viL  39.  that  tbe  Holy  Spirit  was  mot 
yM  givete,  betamje  tbai  Jifus  was  not  yet  ghrified;  it  is 
plainly  intimated  tfiat  the  effiifion  of  the  Spirit  was  the 
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great  evidence  and  teftimbny  of  tbe  glcuy  of  Jefin  as  Me- 
diator. To  the-  (ame  porpofe  is  the  language  of  Peter, 
Ads  ii.  33*  TbirefoTi  being  by  tbe  rigbi  bamd  of  God  eat' 
altedi-^^e  batb  Jbed  fortb  tbis  wbicb  ye  now  fee  mnd  beatm 
AfterwaxdSf  he  appeals  to  the  effiifioQ  of  the  Spirit,  as  die 
(external  evidence  of  the  exaltation  of  Jefiis  as  a  Prince, 
and  a  Saviour,  ver.  36.  Therefore,  let  all  tbe  bomfeef 
Ifrael  know  affiiredfy^  tbat  God  batb  made  tbat  foMU  Jejm 
iotb  lord  and  Cbrift.  As  tbe  Spirit  of  Cbrifi  teflifiedbe- 
fore-band  tbefufferings  of  Cbrift f  and  tbe  glory  tbat  Jbmdi 
follow ;  after  boUi»  he  teftified  the  bJaaSa&arj  natuxe  of  die 
pne,  and  the  certaintj-  of  the  other. 

It  being,  therefore,  peculiarly  iiicnmbent  on  the  apoAks, 
to  declare  the  reforredicm  and  the  glorj  of  Chrift,  with  the 
gift  <^  the  HcJy  Spirit  to  him,  that  he  might  oommunicatiD 
it  to  others ;  it^is  evident  that  thej  could  not  give  their 
tefiimony  in  a  proper  manner,  widiout  afbribing  thefe 
things  to  God.  For  as  the  refurredioQ  refpeded  a  part  of 
the  humanity  of  Jefus,  the  glory  tbat  followed  efpedaUy 
terminated  on  this  nature.  The  apofUes  could  not  in  firid 
propriety  of  language  diiHn£tly  fpeak  of  his  divine  natoit 
as  fufTering,  dying,  rifing  again,  and  being  glorified.  Bc- 
iides  it  is  granted,  on  all  hands,  that  Jefus,  as  Mediator,  was 
the  Father's  fervant.  Therefore  the  gift  of  the  reward 
muft  be  afcribed  to  the  Father.  For  it  was  a  judicial  afi, 
in  confequence  of  that  work  which  the  Mediator  had 
finifhed. 

The  propriety  of  their  conduft  will  yet  further  appear, 
from  the  natural  and  necefTary  confequence  of  a  belief  of 
the  mediatory  chara&er  of  Jefus.  The  attention  of  their 
hearers  was  firft  arrefted  by  a  declaration  of  the  reftirrec- 
tion  and  glory  of  that  very  Perfon  whom  they  had  cnici« 
fied.  They  could  not  diibelievQ  theie  things,  becaule  they 
were  not  merely  attefled  by  men  of  unexoeptioiiaUe  dha- 
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laAers,  but  by  die  Spirit  of  God.  For  they  not  only  faw 
tiie  ancient  and  well  known  fymbol  of  the  Divine  preience 
abiding  on  each  of  die  apofUes,  which  would  moft  probably 
bring  to  their  recdledion  the  teftimony  of  the  Bapdft, 
that  be  who  came  after  him  ihould  hapti%e  them  tuithjlrtf 
as  die  feniible  emblem  of  the  baptifm  of  the  Holy  Gfaoft : 
bnt  they  heard  unlearned  men  addrcffing  every  man  in  his 
own  language.  Therefore,  unleis  they  fliut  their  eyes  and 
Hopped  dieir  ears,  they  could  not  deny  the  preience  and 
^yperation  of  the  Spirit,  or  doubt  that  he  confirmed  the  tefti- 
mony  of  the  fpeakers.  As  (bon  as  they  were  alTured  of 
the  truth  of  the  fa£b  attefted,  they  would  naturally  inquire 
into  the  extent  of  the  charader  of  Jefos.  Thus,  alfo,  their 
Hunds  would  be  prepared  for  receii^g  information.  This 
fliode  of  inftnidion  a  fo/leriori  is  hr  better  cat^nlated  for 
*<die  generality  of  minds,  than  that  a^^priort.  The  apoftles 
tbemielves  learned  the  meaning  of  Chrift's  fayings,  and  the 
dignity  of  his  Perfon,  moft  fully  from  the-ievent.  Not  till 
after  lus  refurredion,  (fid  they  underftan^  that,  when  he 
Cud,  Dt/trty  tbfs  tempk^  &c.  he  fpake  of  che  temple  of  his 
Ixxiy,  and  that  the  literal  temple  was  only  a  type  of  this. 
Wfaen,  as  that  King  who  brought  ialvation,  he  entered  in 
bumble  trinmph  into  Jerufalem,  and  was  hailed  by  the 
multkiHle  as  he  that  came  in  the  Name  of  die  Lord ;  tbefe^ 
tbingt  mnierflaod  not  his  difciple$  at  the  Jirfi^  hut  when 
ye/us  was  gioriJUd^  then  remembered  they  that  thefe  things 
were  written  of  him^  and  that  they  had  done  thefe  things 
mnto  him^  John  zii.  i6. 

We  have  already  feen,  that  thofie  who  received  the 
tefiiniany  of  the  apofUes,  muft  have  confidered  the  refur- 
Teftiofi  of  Jefns  as  a  Divine  vindication  from  the  charge  of 
.  blafpbemy,  on  the  ground  of  which  he  was  condemned  \ 
and  of  courle,  as  a  convincing  evidence  of  the  trath  of  that 
cefiimony,  whic}^  be  fealed  with  his  l^opd.    TherefSore,'al- 
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though  it  did  not  appear,  £rom  the  compcndicna  faiftorj  of 
the  Ads,  that  the  apofUet  Sormally  deduced  thiacoDcfaifiaii» 
we  might  be  afiured  chat  the j  had  it  ultimately  in  their 
view..  We  might  even  fuppob,  that  they  particalaily  ex- 
prelTed  it,  on  varioiis  occafions.  For  we  know  that  thej 
were  uniform  in  dieir  do&rine.  And  we  find  one  of  Acm 
expre&ly  teftifying,  in  another  place,  that  Je&is  was  ih 
cJarid  to  bi  tie  Som  ff  God  wth  power^ — by  the  rqfiar^ 
rfSHom  /ram  tie  duul^  Rom.  L  4*  that  is,  ho  was  power- 
fully  exculpated  from  the  unjuft  lentence  of  hia^adveiiarics» 
when  they  condemned  him  for  Uafphemy  againft  God,  ba- 
caufe  he  called  himielf  his  Son* 

When  the  apoftles  fpoke  of  Jefiis  as  having  afbeodedi  as 
having  received  the  promiiit  of  the  Spirit,  and  as  bcftow« 
ing  inch  precious  gifts  as  repentance  and  remiffioa^  the 
Jews  muft  neceSarily  have  iiiferred,  that  he  was  eihihitfd 
as  a  divine  Perfon.     If  they  believed  that  he  had  fudi  power 
and  glory,  they  muft  alfo  have  b(^ieved  his  Deity.    For 
their  own  prophetical  writings  declared  that  it  was  God 
who  (hould  thus  afcendj  and  receive  gifts^  Pial.  Ixviii.  18. 
When  they  knew  that  Jefus  was  exalted  to  give,  even  to 
his  murderers,  they  could  not  but  conclude  that  this  was  he 
who  was  defcribed  as  the  Gqd  of  their  falvation^  who  fhould 
receive  gifts  even  for  the  rebellious  *.     The  very  idea  of 
his  having  power  to  forgive  lins,  would,  according  to  their 
own  principles,  hxisiy  tiiem  that  he  was  truly  divine.     For 
it  was  a  received  maxim  with  them,  how  filly  fbever  it 
may  appear  to  their  more  enlightened  friends  the  Socinians, 
that  no  one  could  forgive  fns  but  God  only.    In  a  word,  diey 
could  not  believe  that  Jefus  would  judge  Ae  world,  with- 
out either  believing  that  he  was  a  divine  Peribn,  or  re- 

noundnn 

*  Indeed,  by  an  attribution  of  what  ftxx&Xf  belong  to  ocie  mture  to 
•  the  whole  perfon,  it  it  ezpreisly  decUrcd  thai  Gei  fcwr— ^v^mri  up  iuf 
glory ^  X  Tim.  iii.  16. 
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ncumcing  that  article  of  their.  Creed,  fo  long  received  as 
manor  of  iii^ratioa»  that  God'  was  Jtu^  himfdf^  Pfid. 

Hlthercoy  i  have  fpoken  of  iBMaa#  ofily  (  God,  in  the  ge- 
jMoral  teaor  «f  hU  oj^enttionsf  aa  rc^golarlj  emfdojing  thefey 
aa  if  the  ibceefi  whdilj  depended  oa  them  \  and  k  beiiig 
incombeat  on  his  iervaats  to  eb&rve  the  bme  method. 
Bat  when  it  ia  co&fidered»  that  the  apoflotical  addieflcs  were 
aeeompaaiadi  not  merely  by  the  outward  and  exttaordi- 
aary  opeiaficxis  of  the  Spirit,  but,  to  ail  who  betie^ed*  by 
thoCe  diat  were  inward  and  efficacioas ;  the  argument  ae« 
^niret  ad£cianal  farce.  They  would  be  kd  to  form  die 
eondofioss  abeady  meationedv  not  merely  by  the  difiates 
o{.r«afon»  aad  from  the  neceflSiry  cdenexio^  of  the  truths 
which  they  newly  embraced  with  thqfe  formerly  believed ; 
bat  efpeeiaUy  by  that  Spixk  of  tratb»  who  was  promifod  to 
lemd  m$o  Mirtoi^  aad  wbofe  ^^ecial  wtirk  was  to  teflify  of 
Jefin. 
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froofs  from  the  Book  of  AB$^  thai  the  Apojlks  taught  tie 
DoRrine  of  tie  Divinity  of  drift • 

T  T  has  been  feen,  that  the  apoftles  fulfilled  the  primary 
-^  end  of  their  miffion,  in  preaching  that  Jefus  was  the 
Meffiah ;  and  that  the  evidence  by  which  they  proved  this 
dofirine,  was  fuch  as  neceflarily  implied  that  he  was  a  di- 
Tine  Fbfon.  But  this  is  not  alL  From  their  diiconrfesy 
recorded  in  the  Ads,  and  from  other  drcumftances  there 
narrated,  it  appears  that  diey  not  only  believed  this  doc^ 
txine^  but  taught  it^  even  in  addreffing  unbelievers. 
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The  pniyer  for  £re£tion  in  the  chdceof  ta  mpofflc^ 
in  room  of  Judas,  would  feem  to  hive  been  addMM 
to  JefnSi  as  the  iearcher  of  heaits,  diap.  L  14.  Not  oafy 
is  he  generally  diftingidihed,  in  the  New  Teflament»  11 
Lordi  but  this  defignation  is,  in  ver.  2i.  jcdned  widithK 
of  Jefiis.  The  language  is ;  Tlnm^  tord^  wio  tmowe/l  A 
hearts  ef  all  nun^  Jbew  whether  of  theft  two  thorn  hq/i  cfe- 
fen.  Now»  it  cannot  be  lefbfed,  diat  the  cfacHoe  of  an  apoffle 
properly  belonged  to  the  Head  of  the  Chnrdi;  and  that  dpi 
was  a  right  whidi  he  claimed  and  ezercifed,  while  on  earit 
Therefore  it  ii  (aid,  ver.  a.  that  he^ovr  commemdmemis  mato 
^  the  apo/Ues  wham  he  had  chofen.  But  if  he  was  not  the 
objefi  of  dus  prayer,  though  he  chofe  all  the  reft,  he  had 
no  hand  in  the  ch<nce  of  Matthias.  On  diis  foppofidflBi 
a  ftrange  contradidion  muft  be  admitted,  that  his  hooonit 
and  privileges  were  diminifflied  by  his  exaltation.  Hk 
very  end  of  the  choice  was,  that  one  might  take  part  ^ 
this  miniftry  and  apofllefhip.  But  if  Jefiis  did  not  diooCb 
bim,  how  coiild  he  be  oo  Apoflle  of  Jefus^  that  is,  osufmt 
hy  him? 

The  language  ufed  in  this  prayer,  is  perfe£Uy  applicable 
to  the  Saviour.  For  he  declares,  that  all  the  churches  fhaO 
know  that  it  is  he  who  fearcheth  the  reins  and  hearts^  Rev. 
ii.  23.  Can  we  fuppofe,  then,  that  he  (hould  either  deprive 
himfelf  or  be  deprived  of  this  firft  opportunity,  after  his 
afcenfion,  of  dijjlaying  his  omnifcience  .  and  fovereignty, 
or  of  one  fo  i  .portant  ? 

Nor  was  it  uncommon  for  his  difciples  to  addreis  him  as 
the  hearer  of  prayer.  For  we  learn  from  the  next  chap- 
ter, that  Peter,  when  filed  with  the  Holy  Ghoft^  (ver.  4.). 
applied  the  prophecy  of  Joel  to  Jefus,  as  the  objeS  of  in* 
vocation^  ve.'.  21.  /-Ind  it  Jhall  come  to  pafs^  that  whofiever 
fhail  coil  on  the  name  of  the  Lord^  Jhall  be  faved.  Now, 
tbefe  words  evidently  reiped  oar  Saviour.    For  that  great 
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moiaiUi  day  of-  the  Lari^  mieadimncA  in  die  preceding 
i«ie,  is  the  ISune  which  is  eUewhere  denonunated'  ibe  day 
rf  tbi  Lard  ytfmSf  1  Cor.  ▼.  5.  9  Cor.  i.  14.  But  there  can 
be  no  reafboabk  doubt,  that  the  prophecy  refpeda  him  aa 
die  objeft  of  invocatioii*  For  another  apoftk  exprefkl j  ap- 
plies it  to  li&f  Lord  JefiUf  Rom.  x.  9.-— ^13.  It  is  remarkable 
that  tfaele  words  are  immediately  introduAory  to  that  lan« 
gnage,  of  which  oor  author  has  made  fach  a  handle ;  Jefmi 
9f  Nammnib^  a  man  affrtmd  of  God^  &c 

The  apoftk  Petery.even  while  fpeakmg  of  Jefus  as  Me- 
diator, throws  in  «  declaration  ftronglj  expreffive  of  his 
Deity :  Wbwm  God  baib  rmjid  up^  baving  loofed  the  pains 
of  dotttbf  boeamfi  it  was  not  poffihU  tbat  be  eonld  be  boldem  of 
itf  ^cr.  14.  He  does  not  mean  that  the  refarreftion  of  Jefas, 
as  aocomplifhed  by  God,  was  the  reafon  why  he  coold  not 
be  holden  of  death ;  as  if  the  power  of  God,  effeAing  this 
lefiirredion,  were  oppoied  to  the  power  of  death.  For 
then  he  ought  to  have  iaid  ;  **  It  was  not  poflible  that  he 
^  ooold  be  holden  of  death,  becaofe  God  radfed  him  up." 
But  it  is  diredly  die  reverie  *,  God  raifed  him  np^ — hecaufe 
he  cmtld  not  be  holden  of  death**  Indeed,  God  the  Fadier, 
in  die  cfaarafler  of  Judge,  gave  him  this  acquittal,  hecaufe 
oi  die  perfedion  of  his  (kcrifice.  But  had  Peter  meant 
Bodung  more,  he  would  moft  probably  have  faid, — ^^  be* 
**  caofe  it  was  not  jujl"  &c.  Thus,  it  would  have  been, 
mm  w  Jbmw.  But  inftead  of  this,  it  is  oiw  irr  ^motot.  This 
ezprefles  the  natural  dignity  of  the  Perfon.  Anodier  word 
is  added,  which  conveys  the  fame  idea« — ufornffta.  The 
fieeral  fenfe  of  the  exprei&on  is  \  **  hecaufe  it  was  not  pot 
*^  fihk  that  he  Ihould  be  retained  under  its  power.  Gould 
an  jn^iied  sqmQk  apply  diis  language  to  a  mere  man,  how 
smooent  fbever?  Does  it  not  neceflarily  imply  thac  the 
Perioo  defeiihed  is  eflentially  the  Prince  of  IJfef 

When  declaring  the  £aith  of  David,   that  of  the  fruit 
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^  ivAwr-God  wdU  ra^r  i^  Clr^,  the  qwOe  tk«vi 
in  tfak  iiupiMliiit  paicnthcfii»  mctatdimg  to  <fe  A^  ^'^^  3^ 
If  Jefivliadi  no  other  nttne  dun  die  himiMj »  noC  tlai « 
ebfigd  »  rcftriftion  at  ever  wit  nfed  ? 

In  tfaepfocefiicf  hit  dUbanrfe,  he  ohfienres  ditt  Jiftf^ 
himg  hj  the  right  bami  rf  Goi  tmhrnl^  ami  bommgrttmrnk 
of  ib€  Fatheriit  promifi  of  tbt  Sfirii^  bad  Jbed  farA  Am 
wUeh  thif  faw  ami  hmrd^  Ter.  33*    Dr  fiorflej  hat  i^ 
marked  that  here  ^  the  three  Pcrfint  are  diftunfilj  ami* 
*'  tioned  in  a  manner  which  impCet  die  diilnitj  of  eadi;*' 
•nd  that  the  expreffion  ts  mrrfof^  rf  the  Father^  in  which 
we  have  ^  the  fubftantive  with  the  article  prefixed,  dano0 
^  a  perlbn,  whoie  charader  it  it  to  be  the  Father  $**  pattf* 
nitj  being  ^  the  property  which  individnatet  die  Perfion**" 
There  ieems  alio  to  1^  (bmething  prcnliar  in  the  introdnc 
don  of  the  eflendal  Name  God^  before  diat  of  thefe  perfaHl 
defignations,  the  Father^  and  the  Holy  Cbofi.    We  cannot 
think  of  a  reaibn  for  this  pecnliaritj,  nnleft  it  denote  dttiti 
although  according  to  the  oeconomj  of  onr  redemptioai 
the  exaltation  of  Jefus  is  more  immediately  aicribed  to  the 
Father,  this  is  not  to  be  underflood  excluiiveljr.     For  here 
it  feems  to  be  afcribed  to  the  right  hand  or  power  of  Cod 
eflcutialljr  confidered.     Indeed,  the  divine  power  of  the 
Son  as  really  appeared  in  his  refurredion  and  aJEcenfion,  at 
that  of  the  Father.     He  was  not  merely  rai/ed  up.    He 
rofi  again  \.     He  was  not  merely    exalted.     He  afcemded. 
He  entered  into  his  reft. 

But  the  lafl  part  of  the  verfe  contains  a  (Iriking  pnxrf  of 
the  Deity  of  Ghrifi.  He  hath  Jhed  forth  this  which  ye  now 
fee  and  hear.  I  need  not  fay,  that  the  apoiUe  meant  the 
miraculous  operation  of  the  Spirit.  But  the  effiifion  of 
the   Spirit  is  never  attributed  to  one  confeiTedly  a  mere 

man. 

e  Letters  to  Dr  PrieftJej.  p.  loi. 

t  Rom.  iiT.  ^.    s  Cor.  xt.  4.  is.    8  Cor.  t.  15.    l  Thef.  ir.  14. 
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naau  Indeed  i^  is  iaid  that,  iirot^i  t^ytng  omof  tbga^^ 
f^ftU$  iumbt  tb€£My\j[}b4ifi  woi  ghm^  chap.  viiL  x8.  But 
what  a^  impartaat  diSBreoce  ia  there  in  the  language ! 
They  are  not  laid  to  jtd#,  or  Xojb^i/brtb  the  Spirit,  either 
|a  hb  gifts,  or  in  his  graces.  There  is  a  rdenre  for  a  di- 
YJne  dooqc*  They  were  mere  inftnunents,  whole  work  it 
was  tQ  pleach  the  word,  to  b^itize  with  water,  and  to  ob« 
^ierve  the  ootward  fymbol  of  the  impolition  of  hands.  But 
God  alone  could  make  the  means  effedual.  It  is  dedaitd, 
that  he  Jbiiii  on  m  ahundanify  the  rmtunng  rf  th$  Hoty 
Cbofi  ^  thnif^b  Jefiia  Chrift,  Tit.  iiL  5,  6.  But  thoa|^ 
the  fame  prepofiticBi  is  uied  in  both  places,  it  is  in  very  dif- 
ferent fieaiiBS.  ,  Ii^  the  firft,  it  is  not  fo  much  as  iaid,  that  the 
Spirit  was  given  ih'^t^i  tbe  off^filiM.  It  is  conneded  with 
tha  mean  uled  by  them  as  inftruments.  For  the  impcfitiom 
of  hands  was  aoc<Hnpaixied  with  pcayer.  7^  prayed  /or 
iUm^  thai  th^  might  ncHpe  tie  Hofy  Ghoji^  diap.  viii.  1 5. 
In  the  other  paiTage,  it  denotes;^  mot  the  infirumental,  but 
the  mcritorioqs  caufe.  We  are  faid  to  be  renewed  through 
Jefiu  Chrift  \  but  i(  is  as  our  Satnour^  who  by  his  infinite 
merit  hath  purchafed  the  influences  of  the  Spirit.  For 
Je/M^  that  he  might  fanBify  the  peoplti^fufftrtd  without 
the  gate,  Heb«  xiii.  i^. 

As  the  apoftks  were  mere  inftruments,  they  ftiU  acknow- 
ledged this.  For  they  not  only  prayed  for  the  influences 
ef  the  Spirit,  but  afcribed  all  the  communications  of  thele 
to  Jefiis.    Thus  Ananias  (aid  to  Saul ;  T&r  Lori^roen  Jefui 

haii  fent  me^  that  thou  might  eft — be  filed  with  the  Holy 
Gboflf  diap.  ix.  17.  They  reprefented  the  Spirit  as  com* 
mnnicated  to  others,  not  by  them,  as  if  the  power  had  been 
theirs ;  but  in  the  fame  manner  in  which  he  was  communi- 
cated to  them.  Thus  Peter  tefiifies  concerning  the  Gen- 
tiles \  Asl  began  tofpeak^  the  Holy  Cbojl  fell  on  them^  as 
99  us  at  the  beginnings  chap.  xi.  1 5.     On  this  occafioo,  ther» 

was 
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WTts  not-  even  tbe  impofitioa  of  hands.  The  preachiagcf  I' 
the  word  was  the  onlj  mean :  and  the  Spirit  waa  given,  il  y 
the  veij  commencement  of  Peter's  difconrie,  that  it  an^  '^ 
appear  to  be  wholly  a  divine  work. 

This  fpiritaal  bapdfin  is  the  very  diromflance  fitt|^ 
out  by  John  the  Baptift,  as  the  great  external  evidenoeif 
the  fuperiority  of  Jefus :  /  indeed  baptise  jtm  with  water; 
htti  one  mightier  than  I  eometb^  the  laiebei  of  wboji  /hoal 
am  mot  worthy  to  unloofe  :  he  JhaJU  hapthu  jom  vnih  A 
Hofy  Ghoji  and  vn'th  fire^  Luke  iii.  i6.    This  evideaoe 
of  ihperioritj  is,  indeed,  of  an  official  kind :  as  the  hn* 
guage  denotes  the  unfpeakably  fuperior  patnre  of  his  b^ 
tifin.    But  when  John  referred  his  hearers  to  femfijde  evi- 
dence, it  was  neoeflary  that  he  fhoold  fpecify  an  aft  of  Jcfis 
as  Mediator.    For  all  that  he  did  among  men  was  in  dui 
charafier.    However,  it  feems  to  be  nltimatdy  refislved 
into  his  eflential  dignity.    Therefixe,  he  is  fidd  to  be  wx^ 
f oTcpof,  mightier.    John  declares  this  to  be  a  prelent  attri- 
bute of  Jefus  :   He  \%  mightier.     The  eflfential  power  wis 
prefent,  although  the  effed  was  future  -,  He  snki.1.  baptize. 
The  debaiing  language,  which  John  ufes  concerning  him- 
felf,  alfo  fhews  that  he  was  convinced  of  an  effential,  as 
well  as  of  an  official,  diftinftion.     For  if  Jefus  was  merelj 
a  meflenger,  John  being  the  fame,  though  the  former  be 
fuppofed  to  have  been  much  fuperior  to  the  latter,  being 
equally  fervants  of  one  infinitely  fuperior  to  both,  it  is  in- 
conceivable that  John  fhould  have  declared,  that  he  wis 
unworthy  to  do  the  meaneft  office  to  Jefus,  even  to  unlooie 
the  latchet  of  his  fhoe.     He  was  not  fo  much  of  a  comtier 
as  to  fpeak  in  this  ftyle.     He  would  have  been  chargeable 
with  a  grofs  falfehood.     For  the  greateft  diftin3ion  in  rank 
that  can  be  fuppofed  to  fubfifl  between  two  fervants  of  the 
fame  mailer,  cannot  fo  far  debafe  the  one,  as  to  render  him 
unworthy  to  perform  the  meaneft  office  to  the  other.     In- 
deed, 
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deed,  from  die  Bftpdft's  teftimoiiyy  as  mcordecly  John  i.  15. 
it  is  dear,  diat  he  confidered  the  eflential  dignity  of  Jefiu  as 
die  fenndatkm  of  his  preference  to  himielf  with  lefped  to  of- 
fice.   This  may  be  ellewhere  ilhiftrated. 

The  effiifioQ  of  die  Spirit  muft  be  viewed  as  a  certain 
proof  of  die  Deit j  of  Chrift,  by.  all  who  believe  that  the 
Spirit  is  a  Perfim.  Bm  although,  according  to  the  Sodnian 
hypothefis,  he  ihoiild  be  confidered  as  only  the  fower  or 
vkrtm  of  dK  Divine  Being,  more  would  be  afcribed  to  Jc£bs 
dun  can  belong  to  a  creature.  To  fiq>po{e  that  ahni^ity 
power  may  refide  in  a  finite  fiibjeft,  is  contrary,  not  to 
theology  alone,  but  to  found  philoiophy.  For  nodiing  can 
be  received  in  a  proper  fenie,  which  exceeds  the  powers  of 
die  recipient.  But  atl  power  iMghtn  to  Chrift,  im  biovfn^ 
mmdim  earth. 

There  is  no  occafion,  however,  for  abftrad  reafoning. 
The  paflage,  in  its  connexion,  clearly  (hews  that  Peter 
meant  to  exhibit  Jefus  as  a  divine  Perfon.  For  his  lan- 
guid concerning  the  gift  of  the  Spirit  evidently  refers  to 
what  he  had  declared  in  the  introdudion.  All  the  inter- 
mediate part  of  his  difcourfe  ieems  defigned  to  (hew,  how 
he  could  attribute  diis  power  of  giving  the  Spirit  to  one 
clothed  -with  human  nature.  He  (ays,  ver.  16,  17.  This 
«r  thai  vMdk  vmu  Jpoheu  by  tie  fropbet  Joel^  and  it  Jball 
come  topqfo  im  tie  lafi  days^  (faith  Cod)  I  vnU  pour  out 
my  Spirit  upon  attfiejb^  Slc.  He  firit  afcribcs  the  work  to 
God ;  fttiih  God,  I  wittpour.  Then  he  afcribes  it  to  Jefbs ; 
He  both Jbed forth  this.  The  £ime  verb  is  uled  in  both 
places.  Could  any  Jew  doubt  that  he  who  tif x^  fhed  or 
pomred  ottt^  (ver.  33.)  was  effentially  the  fame,  who  in 
ver.  17.  is  made  to  fay,  nxc»,  /  will  pour  out  f 

What  has  been  faid  clearly  ihews  that  this  work  could 
net  be  performed  by  Chrift  as  a  mere  inftrument.  Befides, 
^he  very  language  excludes  this  view.     x\s  the  Hebrew 

word, 
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trofJ»  corrdjpondfl  xo  tfaithqe  QCed,  iap&et  dw  idatf 
€0|noiifiids^  cbe  metaphor  being  takes  firaoi  the  cBofioa  cf 
water  from  the  doodsi  (I&.  zliv.  j.)  it  frfii  aUb  to  al- 
lade  to  the  divine  natnic  of  the  work  i  God  alone  heag 
the  Father  of  the  rain.  To  friiomlbever  tiiefe  liwhi  / 
wilipomr  oMt^  applj,  tbo  Spirit  which  he  oommvakmnk 
Ids  own.  For  it  follows  y-^fwy  Sfirk.  Now,  if  Chdi 
he  not  Godt  the  Holj  Spirit  coold  not  he  called  its.  B« 
we  know  that  he  is  expre&lj  fiud  to  be  ^Ar  S^irk  rfChnftt 
iF^Lii.  And  Chrift  himielf  (ets,  /  wiff^^a^  bim  a* 
jfom;'^z  mode  (of  fpcaking  which  ouift  have  dilbofcifd 
the  moft  iflftpions  arn^gaoce  in  an  j  creature. 

Again,  as  this  Spirit  drndnh  of  his  g^tt  omdgrmut  w^ 
norj  mamfntrally  as  be  wiU^  t  Cor.  zii«  ii.  either  Chiift 
does  not  participstc  in  this  fovereigntj  of  operadoa,  or  ht 
docs.  If  he  does  not,  he  cannot  with  the  leail  proprictj 
be  (aid  Xoflndfartb  the  Spirit.  If  he  dges,  then  he  pof- 
fefles  divine  fovereigntj.  For  if  it  be  abfordlj  refilled 
that,  in  the  paflage  referred  to,  the  Spirit  is  fpoken  of  as 
a  Perfon,  in  order  to  make  fenfc  of  the  words,  it  wiil  be 
ncccflary  to  fuppofe  that  the  Father  is  meant,  who£e  ^otur 
be  19  iaid  to  be  \  becaufe  fovereignty  is  the  attribute  of  s 
|)erfon  only. 

Chrift  being  (aid  to  be  exalted^  and  at  the  (ame  time,  to 
have  poured  out  the  Spirit,  it  is  evident  that  thofe  who 
heard  this  difcourfe  muft  either  have  fuppofed  that  the 
fpcaker  afTcrted  the  ubiquity  of  Chrift's  human  natare,  or 
believed  that  he  pofTeiTed  a  nature  infinitely  fuperior  to 
that  to  which  exaltation  b  properly  afcribed. 

In  a  word,  the  apoftle  refers  to  Pfal.  ex.'  i.  The  Lard 
/aid  unto  my  fsord.  It  is  granted  that  David  calls  the 
AIciTiah  bis  Lord.  This  is  a  term  denocicg  dominion,  and 
a  right  to  worihip;  as  he  acknowledges,  concerning  the 
lame   glorious  Perfon,  PiaL  xlv.  ii.   He  is  thy  Lord^  and 

v:or/bip 


Gkap.  XI.  taagl^  in  tie  Jilts.  ^ax 

vtorjbip  thorn  Urn.  But  how  could  David  be  fahftBt  to 
Chrift  as  Us  Lord^  if  he  had  oo  eziftence  be&rc  he  became 
bisSmi 

Peter  condades  his  difcourfe  with  thefe  reniar^aUe 
yiwds  i  T^e/br4,  ht  att  the  boufe  of  Ifrael  know  affkrtdfy^ 
tiat  God  hath  made  thaJtfixme  Jefus,  whom  yc'bttte  crucifiid^ 
bath  Leirdoid  Cbriftj  ver.  36*  that  is»  the  Fathdr  hath  judi- 
ciallj  couflStttted  him  Lord  and  Cbrifi^  ia  human  nature ; 
and  67  dna  effiifion  of  the  Spirit  hath  mam&fkd  that  he 
rtallj  poffefles  all  the  dignity  and  power  which  thefe  titles 
imply.  He  declares  that  Jefiis  is  Lordi  giving  him  a  cha- 
rafier  oprefBve,  not  of  offence,,  but  of  authority^  jet,  as 
we  honre  feen,  of  fiich  authoiity  as  entitles  dienpoffeilbr  to 
divine  worlhip.  Was  it,  therefore,  poffiUe  for  the  Jews  to 
bear  this,  'without  being  per&aded  that  the  apoAk  meant 
to  describe  Jefus  as  a  Divine  Peribn  ?  Indeed^,  the  preceding 
words^  Sk.thou  at  my  right  hand,  can  be  ondefftood.in  no 
otMer  fenfe  than  as  a  call  to  die  Son^  in  our  nature,  to  a  par* 
tidpidjon  in  all  the  giorj  of  the  Fatliei-.  For  the  Man  whofe 
nameisthe  Btanch^  not  onlj  haUdi  the  temple  of  theLard^  but 
heears  the  glory  ^  and  fits  and  rules  upon  bis  throne^  that  is^, 
the  throne  of  Jehovah.  That  they,  are  detcribed  as  equal 
ui  power,  and  in  glory,- is  evident  from  what  inmiediately 
foOows  ;  And  the  eounfei  of  peace  fbali  be  between  them  botb^ 
T^ectk.  vi.  la,  t3  •. 

Ia  a  fobfequent  difcourie  of  the  lame  apofile,  on  oocafion 
of  the  curing'  o£  die  hune  mzai  he  exhibits  jisius  not  only 
as  Mei&ih,  and  paiticularly  as  the  prophet  whom  Mcfes 
Ebcetold,  ehap^  iii.  la.  but  as  the  Son  of  Goi,  ver.  ij.  In 
what  fisnfe  he  gives  him  diia  defignation,  appears  firam  the 
words  diat  firilow ;  But  ye  denied  tht  Holy  One^  and  the  Jufti 

juui  SBkd  the  Prinse  (f  Uft^  ven  14,  15.  Now,  the 
oieanittg  of  thefe  expreffiods,  as  underftood  Ixf  his  hearers. 

Vol.  I.  X  muft 

*  Vld.  VitriDg.  Obferv.  Sac.  lib.  2.  c.  5. 
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jniift  be  determined  £ram  tbe  manner  in  which  they  had 

been  applied  m  their  own  icriptares.     Had  Peter  called 

Jcfiis  tbt  Holy  One  of  God^  it  might  have  been  bid  that  the 

Jews  acknowledged  this  as  a  defignatioo  of  the  Meffiah ; 

without  aflbdng  to  it  the  idea  of  Deitj ;  becaufe,  as  olcd^ 

in  the  Old  Teflament,  it  ieems  to  refped  him  in  his  oflkial 

charader.     But  the  qneftion  is,  how  did  thej  underftand  this 

ezchifive  langoage,  tbt  Holy  Otu^  as  there  ufed  ?  When  Job 

(ays,  /  ba9€  moi  concealed  tbe  words  of  tbe  Holy  One,  chapi 

vi.  10.  could  he.  be  nnderfiood  as  fpeaking  of  any  other 

than  God  ?  When  the  prophet  fings,  ne  Holy  One  cam 

from  mount  Paran,  could  there  be  any  doubt  that  the  fame 

glorious  Perfbn  was  meant,  of  whom  it  is  (aid  in  the  dade 

immediately  preceding,  God  came  from  TTemanf  Hab.  iiL3. 

When  they  heard  this  language,  Ibu  zL  15.  To  wbom  tben 

will  ye  liien  me^  or  fball  I  be  equal  f  faitb  tbe  Holy  One; 

could  they  hefitate  to  nnderfiand  it  as  uttered  by  Jehovah, 

and  as  an  ezprefs  claim  of  the  ezclufive  pofleffion  of  per* 

fed  holinels  ?  Had  not  God  ftill  revealed  himfelf  to  his  an- 

cient  people,  as  tbe  Holy  One  in  tbe  midft  of  them  ?  HaL 

xi.  9.     During  the  whole  of  the  old  difpenfation,  was  he  ' 

not  acknowledged  by  the  Church  under  this  exdufive  cha* 

rafter^  expreffed  in  connexion  with  that  mutual  relation 

which  fubfifled  between  them  in  regard  to  hb  infinite  holi- 

iieii>  ?  Is  it  not  for  this  reafon,  that  he  is  fo  often  celebrated 

as  tbe  Holy  One  of  Ifrael  ?  Therefore,  could  the  Jews  hear 

this  well-known,  this  diftindive  charader  of  the  true  God 

applied  to  Jefus,  without  fuppofing  that  his  difciples  afcri- 

bed  Deity  to  him,  and  even  held  him  forth  as  that  very 

God  whom  their  fathers  had  worihipped  ?  Or  could  the  dif« 

ciples  of  Jefus  give  him  this  charaAer,  without  the  leaft 

caunon  or  reftridion,  and  not  be  guilty  of  blafphemy,  were 

he  a  mere  man  ?  Would  Hit  believing  Jews  have  received 

th^ 
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their  teftimonj  without  tfae'flightdl  cenfure,  if  they  had 
not  been  perfwaded  that  Jefus  was  truly  God  ? 

The  Jews  knew  that  there  was  none  rigbieous  bnt  their 
God.  Theyknew  that;  in  the'  revelations  which  he  had 
made  of  himfelf,  he  had  often  excluiively  claimed  this  cha- 
racter. They  could  not  be  ignorant  that,  in  a  way  of  emi- 
nence, it  belonged  to  God  only.  They  could  form  no 
idea  dl  fongifrotn  the  uttermdft  part  of  the  itaftb^  toen  glory 
to  tie  njfAfMMr,  Ifiu  zziv.  i6.*but  asdireded  to  Jerovah» 
the  only  objed  of  worfhip.  Therefore,  when  they  heard 
the  apoiUes  proclaiming  Jefus,  not  only  as  the  Hofy  One^ 
put  as  the  yuft,  they  could  not  credit  dieir  teftimony, 
without  bdieving  his  Deity.  Can  it  be  fuppofed  that  he  * 
who,  while  on  earth,  would  not  receive  the  tide  of  good 
Mqfier^  without  (hewing  that  this  was  properly  an  attri- 
bute ci  the  Divine  nature  alone,  would  be  fb  changed,  in 
coniequence  of  his  exaltation,  as  to  fufier  bis  fervants  to 
apply  to  him-  the  attributes  of  Deity,  not  merely  without' 
limitation,  but  ueer*  e{ox>iv,  in  a  way  of  eminence  ?  Thofe 
who  deny  that  he  is  God,  muft  fuppofe  a  fhocking  abfur- 
dity,  indeed ;  that  he  communicated  the  Spirit  to  his  dif- 
ciples,  for  the  purpofe  of  robbing  the  Father  of  his  eflfential 
honour. 

The  believing  Jews  would  not  be  ffautled  at  this  lan- 
guage. They  had  not  underftood  their  own  fcriptures,  if 
they  did  not  formerly  know  that  a  Divine  Perfon  was  pro- 
miled  as  Meffiah  :  and  at  any  rate,  the  Spirit  would  now 
infimd  them  in  this.  They  could  not  attentively  read  die 
prophecy  of  Zechariah,  chap.  ix.  9.  concerning  that  King 
who  was  to  come  to  them,  without  obferving  diat  the  two  ' 
great  charafilers  of  their  God  were  afcribed  to  him.  For- 
as  Zechariah  proclaims  -  the  King  of  Zion  va^Ji^ft  and  ha- 
ving  falvation^  or  a  Saviour  ;  this  is  the  very  l^guage  in 
which  Go4  b^reyealcd  himlelf  to  his  people,  ]ia,.xlv.  2.1. 
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Ajuji  Godi  an4  a  Saviour.  In  the  fbcmcar  pafla^e,  iodccdi 
the  name  God  is  not  mentioned.  But  thej  conid  not  co^* 
fifienUy  uaderfiand  it  of  a  mere  ajeatuce^  becaufie  the  it- 
monftrative  pronoun  is  u&d  ia  that  focm  which  marks  die 
{bper-eminent  (enle  in  which  the  attribntes  beloog  ta  the 
Perfon  described »  Jufi  aad,  baviwjg  falvatiom  HB.  TUs 
litems  to  be  equivalent  to  thi;  addirifn>a]  language  i&  Ifaiabi 
There  ts  none  k^fi^  f^'  1*he  form  of  the  ezprcffioo  is  pi^ 
ciieljr  the  iapoe  as  that  in  Deut.  yxrii.  ^,  Juftand  ri^ 
Hit  \  where  Moles  evidently  defionbes  the  iocopapaiahk 
reditnde  of  the  divine  nature. 

There  is  a  beautifid  contrafl  Hated  ip  the  language  of 
the  Apoftle*  One  man  is  not  oppoCed  to  another.  Bat 
the  Holy  and  Jufi  Om^  to  a  num  a  nutrd$rer^.  The 
antithefis.is  double.  V(^ickedne&  is  oppoied  to  righteqii$Mfc| 
and  man  to  GkxL  It  would  have  bee^  dreadful,  hsid^thcj 
n^erely  preferred  a  wicked  to  a  yaSi  man.  Bui  in  this 
coniifled  their  tranlcendent  iniquity,  that  thej  pr^f^ned 
a  man^  and  one  who  bad  forfeited  all  cbdm  to  the  chwaAer 
of  hofy  and  jufi^  to  him  who  poiTefTes  thefe  perfedioos 
abfoluttdy  and  cfTentialiy.  They  rejcAed  the  great  gift  of 
divine  grace,  (Rom.  viii.  32.)  and  dcfiredy  that  as  oj^  off  of 
grace^  a  murderer  Jhould  he  given  unto  themj-. 

But  the  Apolile  does  not  only  call  Jefus  the  Holy  One^ 

and  tbejujl^  but  the  Prince  of  Life,  He  undoubtedly  intends 

this  as  a  Divine  charaAer.     It  denotes  fuch  a  principality 

as  can  be  afcribed  to  him  alone  who  L»  the  author  of  any 

thin^.  Thus  it  is  ufed  by  the  apoftle  of  the  Gentiles,  ivhenhe 

fpeaks  of  the  Captain^  or  rather,  the  Author  of  our  falvatiwh 

a^  made  perfe£l  through  fufferingy,  Heb.  ii.  lo.  and  when  he 

defr^ns  Jefus  the  author  of  our  faiths  chap.  xii.  a.     In  this 

lenie  it  is  alfo  ufed  by  profane  writers  t. 

When 

^  The  bcstlieii  wfre  wont  to  ceiebnte  tbcir  Stipreme  Gof  is  tlie  ao- ' 

cbor 
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Wheii  the  apdUe  lajs,  Ti;  hivt  pkt  /e  imh  Oi  Fi^huit  6f 
L^e^  a  tks  charader  did  ndt  belong  to  Jefns'befere  he  Was 
cracified^  not  only  is  the  antithefis  faUe,  bntthlit  Which  Is 
mentibiied  as  the  gi«at  xonllittieht  of  their  ^nilt  hkd  ho  tf- 
iftenoe.  The  apoftles  indeed  ^ckre,  on  tfndcfate  ocfefkfiob» 
that  God  had  exa&ed  lim^  with  bti  right  htOtd^  a  Prince  Md 
m  SMnAr^  chap.  y.  31.  Bat  diis  by  no  mieand  figiiifies 
diat  he  tedsived  diefe  chamders  in  cottfeqaente  of  his  e£- 
ahacioo ;  bnt  only,  that  tfaos  diey  were  ^oriodOy  iuikikoiiir- 
lei^ed  by  ihe  Father  as  previonfly  belonging  tb  }e&s.  ^or 
i^ien  thi  frinct  of  Ufi  is  fidd  to  be  Utteii  the  Ungoage 
implies  that  he  was  both  a  Prince  tmda  Sabitmr^  before  hs 
death.  For  thele  ezpreHions  are  fynonythoofi ;  tlft  latter 
being  a  H^bcai&n,  finiply  fignifying  that  he  is  iit  Prince  ^ 
gdhatioH^  diat  is,  of  life^  hL  fnftainiiig  this  diaraater 
feetns  to  be  mentioned  as  alfo  the  teafon  of  his  reftirreffidn, 
{tohom  God  badi  rmfidfr&m  the  dead")  in  the  £une  fenft  in 
which  die  apodfe  had  fidd,  on  a  former  occa&m,  diat  it  ivits 
mU  t^ffit^  fboi  bejbould  be  holden  (f  death.  For  in  his 
refiirre£lion,  he  not  only  obtained  a  judiria!  di&harge  ai 
Mediator,  but  was  manifefted  to  be  the  Son  of  Cod  with 
powiTf  as  being  efientially  the  Author  4f  Life. 

The  Jews  were  accuftomed  to  adore  God  as  their  life^  a^ 
the  ^ftrmgth  of  ity  who  held  their  fouls  in  life^  and  to  confefi 
Chat  the  fountain  rf  life  was  with  him  *•    Therefore,  when 

X  3  '        thiS 

t|iorof  nature,  becsufe  thej  fappofed  that  all  things  owed  their  beinj^  ft* 
him.     lliiit  Cletnthesi  in  hishjoin  tddreflled  to  Jupiter,  (ays. 

Thus  it  appemn  that  they  nfed  the  term,  not  as  fi^ifying  a  commnnicated 
antbtmty,  bat  an  original  and  independent  pow^r  of  beftowiog  life  h 

t  See  B»rgh*t  loqairy,  p.  136. 
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.  the  Apofiks  declared  that  Jcfiis  was  the  Tfiuct  and  Ambmr 
^f  lifty  die  language  being  eqniTaknt  to  their  own,  dicj 
coold  not  receive  their  tefiimony,  withoot  believing  tbitlie 
was  that  JhuMiam  of  Ufe  they  had  ftill  adored,  dot  he  hid 
lifi  m  himfdf^  and  diat  as  a  Prince  he  befiowed  it,  in  afi>- 
vereign  manner  on  whomfoever  he  jdeaied. 

The  apofile,  having  declared  the  dignity  of  the  Peifiai 
proceeds  to  vindicate  his  claim  to  the  honour  of  that  wodL 
in  which  he  and  his  brethren  were  the  immediate  agcnfii: 
And  bU  Kam^ — hatb  made  tits  man  Jlrong'.    Peter,  wbn 
was  a  Jew,  addrrfling  himfelf  to  Jews,  fpoke  in  their  own 
idiom.     This  was  a  ^iralecdogy  widi  which  diej  woe 
perfedly  acquainted*     God  had  ftill  uied  it  in  diole  revdi- 
dons  which  he  had  made  of  himlelf  to  their  fore&die& 
It  was  more  ancient  Uian  their  eziftence  as  a  nadon  f.    By 
the  name  of  God,  die  pofterity  of  Abraham  were  woot  to 
underfiand  God  himfelf^  efpecially  with  refped  to  his  re- 
vealed charader,  and  as  oppoied  to  the  faUe  apfMrehenfions 
and  unaothorized  worfhip  of  diofe  nadons  to  whom  he  had 
not  made  himfelf  known.     Somedmes,  it  denoted  all  the 
divine  perfedions ;  and  at  other  dmes,  it  had  a  pardcular 
refpeft  to  one.     To  the  Name  of  God  this  people  were  ac- 
cullomed  to  dired  all  their  faith,  love  and  worfhip ;  and  to 
aCcribe  all  their  protedion,  deliverance  and  falvadon  ;  c(m- 
fidering  this  as  the  fame  with  dire&ing  or  afcribing  thefe  to 
God  himfelf.     To  this  they  ufed  to  attribute  the  miracles 
wrought  in  behalf  of  their  fathers.     They  knew  that  his 
Name  was  great  in  mighty  Jcr.  x.  6.  and  interpreted  his 
wondrous  work^  as  decliiring  that  it  was  neavy  PfaL  bcxv.  i. 
Therefore,  when  they  were  told  by  this  plain  flfherman, 
that  the  Name  of  Jefus  had  made  the  lame  man  whole, 
they  would  entertain  no  other  idea  than  that  he  meant  to 

give  him  a  divine  charafter. 

Was 

f  tx.  vl.  }. 


Chap.  XI.  iaugit  in  the  A^s.  337 

Was  theie  any  Jew  who  might  be  apt  to  {appol!^  that 
tfab  unlettered  preacher  introdnced  a  new  idiom ;  and  im- 
properly afcribed  miraculous  virtue  to  this  name,  without 
meaning  to  reprefent  the  Perfon  as  the  principal  efficient 
caufe  of  the  miracle  ?  The  apoftle  provides  an  antidote  iT* 
gainft  this  mifapprehenfion,  bj  alfo  mentioning  the  inffaru- 
mental  caufe :  His  Name^  -through  faith  in  his  Name^ 
Jtaih  made  this  man  Jlrong.  The  multitude  could  not 
fiippofe  tha^  Peter  fpoke  of  two  inftruments  \  of  the  Ifam^ 
itielf  as  one,  and  oi  faith  in  it  as  another.  Far  leis  could 
they  imagine  that  a  mere  inftrument  could  be  |he  objeA  of 
fidth.  For  faith  in  a  name  could  convey  to  them  no  other 
idea  than  that  of  an  aft  of  worfhip  direded  to  a  divine  Per- 
Ibo.  They  not  only  knew  the  Name  of  the  Lord  as  the 
obj^  of  &ith  *  :  but  that  it  bad  been  prophefied  concerning 
the  Saviour,  *  according  to  the  tranflation  then  generally 
ufed,  In  hts  NamefbaU  the  Gentiles  truft^  lisu  xUi.  4.  And 
they  did  not  dare  to  fpeak  in  this  manner  of  the  name  of 
any  creature. 

Is  it  (aid,  that  the  Name  of  Jefus  is  here  expreflive  of 
powetf  and  that  this  language  is  ufed  for  preventing  the 
miftake  that  the  more  ignorant  might  be  apt  to  fell  into,  as 
though  the  apoftles  by  their  own  power  had  made  this  man 
to  waU^  ver.  12?  Still  it  is  evident,  that  the  Jews  could  not 
underAand  Peter  as  fpeaking  of  any  power  not  eflentially 
belonging  to  Jefus  \  becaufe  the  whole  eflfeft  of  making  the 
man  flrong  is  afcribed  to  the  Name  of  Jefus,  as  the  princi- 
pal efficient  caufe  ;  while  this  very  Name  is  alfo  reprefent- 
cd  as  the  objeft  of  faith,  the  inftnimental. 

They  could  not  apprehend  that  the  apoftle  meant  to  give  no 
greater  honour  to  Jefus,  than  that  of  being  the  medium  which 
faith  employed  in  its  operation.  For,  to  fliew  that  he  is  Its 
proper  objed,  and  alfo  the  author  of  that  miracle  produced  by 
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its  inftmxnentalitjy  he  is  further  exhibited  as  the  aothflrof 
that  fidth  which  terminflted  on  himfplf ;  Xea^thefakhviiA 
u  BT  BIBC  hatb  given  him  this perfed  ftmndmefi.  Fat  ikthert 
nndoubtedly  denotes  the  principal  efficient  canfe,  as  it  is  of- 
ten nfied  *.  Thus  Jefus  is  proclaimed  as  the  authoTy  both  cf 
the  miracle,  and  of  the  mean  kj  which  it  was  efiefled. 
To  him  is  the  whole  work  aicribed.  Nay,  &ith  im  him  as 
its  proper  objed,  and  by  him  as  its  andior,  is  repreientcd  s 
io  powerful,  that  the  cScSL  is  inftrmncntally  attributed  to 
it:  Fattih-^baib  given  him  per/eff  fimndiufu  Such  lao- 
gus^  would  have  been  highly  improper,  had  not  Peter 
meant  to  defcribe  its  objeS  as  divine.  Had  not  this  been 
the  caiie,  the  apoftlea,  while  anxious  to  guard  the  multitude 
againft  aicribing  too  much  honour  to  themfielvesy  wonU 
haive  direded  their  eye  to  the  Father.  But  while  they  de* 
clare  that  it  was  not  their  owm  ptyiuer  that  eflSeOied  the  mi- 
racle, they  a£cribe  it  entirely  to  the  Authtir  of  life.  While 
they  deny  that  it  was  the  fruit  of  their  bolinefs  j  they  give 
an  the  glory  to  the  Holy  One  tmd  the  Juft. 

Thus,  they  flic^T  that  Jefus  had  difcovered  himfelf  to  be 
the  Author y  not  only  of  natural  lifi^  by  the  external  cure ; 
but  of  that  which  is  fpiritual,  fulJUUng  the  vcork  of  faith 
in  the  heu't.  The  faith  in  Jefus,  which  they  avow,  muft 
have  been  very  different  from  that  of  a  Socinian.  Indeed, 
it  may  be  prefumed,  that  the  faith  of  the  latter,  though  he 
had  lived  in  the  apoilolic  age,  would  never  have  been  the 
mean  of  fuch  a  cure.  It  would  have  been  too  remote  a 
caufe  for  producing  fuch  an  effc^.  For  a  Socinian  faith  in 
the  Name  of  Jefus  ii,  at  bcQ,  merely  one  inflnunent  in  fub- 
ordination  to  another.  But  firom  what  we  have  feen^it 
may  be  fairly  concluded,  that  thofe  who  received  the  tefti- 
mony  of  the  apoiUes,  were  perfuaded  that  Jefus  was  that 

Mijfenger. 
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Miffofger^dL  whom  the  Father  had  iaid^  My  Name  it  him^ 

Even  after  Peter  had  declared  that  Jefos  was  that  Pro- 
phet whpm  Mofes  foretold^  left  his  hearers  fhould  imagine 
that  this  was  the  higheft  honoor  that  belonged  to  him,  he 
returns  to  his  former  fubjed,  and  concludes  this  addrefs  bj  ft 
dedaratioo  of  his  divine  power:  Vntoyoufirfi^  Godhannmg 
raifed  up  his  Son  Jtfus^  feni  him  to  blefs  you^  in  twrmiug 
away  evtry  one  of  you  from  your  imjuitiesy  chap.  iiL  26. 
The  Jews  ufed  to  fpeak  of  one  man  as  hleflyig  another,  bj 
wiflung  or  prajing  that  he  xnig^  be  blefled.  But  thej  had 
no  sqiprehenfion  that  this  of  itielf  could  be  eS^AuaL  The/ 
knew  diat^God  alone  could  blels,  bj  trulj  conferring  good, 
or  delivering  from  e^.  "^^7  knew  that  the  man  was 
Ueffed,  whole  fin  was  covered^  and  in  whofi  Jfirit  was  no 
gmb^  FlaL  rxm,  i,  2.  But  they  were  alfo  afTured  that  it 
was  the  dfvine  prerogative  thus  to  turn  from  ini^ity. 
Thence  the  whole  church  of  I&ael,  imder  the  name  of 
Ephraim,  is  reprefented  as  concurring  in  x^  language; 
7»nf  thou  mff  and  IJbaff  be  turned;  for  thou  art  tit  Lord 
my  Godf  Jer.  zxzi.  18.  Ephraim  acknowledges  the  inuti- 
lity of  all  exti^mal  means  without  this  efficacious  operation  ; 
TThou  hafl  cbaflifed  me^  and  I  was  chajtifed^  as  a  lullocl  un^ 
atcuflinned  to  the  yoke.  Therefore,  it  was  a  part  of  the  (b- 
lenm  worlhip  of  the  church  to  fupplicate  this  very  bleffing. 
And  Jhe  did  fo,  with  reiterated  acknowledgments,  that  her 
lalvation  depended  on  the  exercife  of  the  converting  power 
of  the  Lord  God  of  hojlsy  Pfal,  Ixxx.  3.  7.  19. 

*Had  the  Jews  been  fimply  told  that  Jefus  was  fent  to 
tlefs  them,  they  might  have  fuppofed  it  to  be  meant  that, 
Uke  their  high  pried,  he  would  fupplicate  God  for  bleilings, 
in  their  behalf.  But  it  being  declared  that  he  was  (ent  to 
blefs  them  in  turning  them  from  inquity ;  as  this  language 
denoted  an  efficacious  bleflingi  of  the  moft  important  kind, 

they 
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they  could  not  believe  the  apoftolical  report,  ^tfapnt  betog 
perfuaded  that  be  who  ihould  thus  blels  them  was  Goit  t- 
wen  their  own  Gody  whom  their  fathers  had  fo  long  jezpeft- 
ed  for  this  gracious  purpofe,  and  who»  when  he  ffaould  come 
to  bkls  them,  was  to  mate  aO  the  'nations  glad^  j^u^  the 
people  righteoujly^  and  govern  the  nations  upon  earth,  PlaL 
Izvii.  4«  6. 

When  the  apoftles  were  brou^t  before  the  Sanhedrim, 
to  give  an  account  of  their  condufl  in  healing  the  impotent 
man,  the  following  queftion  was  put  to  them ;  B/  what 
power,  or  fy  what  name  have  ye  done  this  f  chap.  iv.  7. 
Without  an/  hefitation,  and  with  one  voice,  thej  give  tbe 
very  fame  account  of  the  miracle  as  they  had  given  to  the 
multitude ;  declaring  that  it  was  hy  the  Name  of  Jejm^ 
ver.  10.  The  J  do  not  in  the  leaft  qualify  their  language, 
as  they  certainly  would  have  done,  had  they  confidercd 
him  as  an  agent  eflentially  inferior.  Indeed,  as  if  they 
laid  too  little  in  afcribing  this  temporal  deliverance  wholly 
to  him,  they  amplify  their  afcription,  by  extending  it  to 
(alvation  of  every  kind  ;  And  there  is  not  falvation  in  any 
other^vcr,  12.  The  Jews  knew  that  their  God  had  claim- 
ed fSdvation  as  his  prerogative,  as  equally  incommunicable 
with  his  di(tin£tive  name,  and  as  dependent  on  that  abfo- 
late  perfeSion  which  thb  name  implied.  For  he  had  laid, 
/,  even  I  am  Jehovah,  and  befide  me  there  is  no  Saviour, 
Ifa.  xliii.  II.  Can  it,  therefore,  be  fuppofed  that  they 
could  hear  the  apofUes  aflert,  that  there  was  not  falvation 
in  any  other,  without  fuppofing  that  they  believed  him  .to 
be  Jehovafi?  Or  can  we  imagine,  that  thefe  holy  men 
would  be  fo  carelefs  about  the  peculiar  rights  of  Deity,  if 
they  had  not  believed  .that  Jefus  was  the  God  of  their  (al- 
vation ?  They  knew  that  God  had  not  only  exprelTed  the 
unity  of  the  Saviour  as  emphatically  as  the  unity  of  the 
Godhead,  but  that  he  had  joined  them  as  infeparable ;  be- 
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ctnie  be  who  acknowledges  anj  Saviour  but  God^.reall/ 
demes  die  unity  of.  his  eflence,  ■  by  aifigning  his  work  to 
tiie  creature*  Tbus»  thofe  who  call  them&lves  Unitariam^ 
ha^e  no  title  to  the  name.  For  in  their  pretended  zeal  for 
the  unity  of  God,  they  iacrifice  the  unity  of  the  Saviour. 
That  they  may  exclude  the  Son  of  God  from  the  divine 
iuitare»  they  admit  mere  man  into  a  dt^ne  office. 

But  the  apoftles  prove  that  thtf  U  mi  fahation  in  omj 
aheTf  by  the  following  argument ;  Far  ibtre  is  wA  mMtbtr 
matm  wmUr  htavtHf  givm  among  nun^  in  which  (]ki)  wt  mnji 
hefinU.  If  Jefos  be  a  mere  creature,  it  was  ntajfary  for 
diem  to  know  the  name  of  Jehovah  as  the  great  efficient 
caidie  of  fidvation^  as  well  as  the  name  of  Jefus,  which 
coold  only  be  the  inilrument.  It  was  mceffiuyfarthtm  to 
he  Jaoii  in  thb  fnperior  name.  If  Chrift  be  a  creature, 
if  was  an  impious  &Uehood,  that  there  was  not  anotbit 
mamigivm  for  fidvation.  For  God  had  revealed  his  own 
same  to  his  people,  as.  the  objeA  of  their  trufL  He  had 
pointed  out  the  Name  of  JznovAU  as  a  firong  tower  into 
which  the  righteouM  Ihould  run,  and  htft^e^  Prov*  zviiL  lo. 
The  apoftles  can  be  vindicated  from  the  diarge  of  being 
fidfo  witnefles  only  by  fuppofing  that  they  confidered  the 
name  rfyefus^  as  implying  that  of  Jehovah.  They  knew, 
indeed,  that  this  was  the  bA ;  that  he  was  called  yefus^  as 
being  according  to  the  meaning  of  the  word  in  Hebrew, 
tbefahatum  0/ Jehovah,  or  Jehovah  the  Saviour. 

If  the  power  of  Jefus  be  merely  delegated,  all  their  an- 
xiety to  denude  themfelves  of  any  ihare  of  the  glory,  was 
vain.  For  they  ftill  left  it  with  a  creature ;  and  were, 
therefore,  as  far  from  giving  it  to  the  rightful  owner,  as 
if  they  had  kept  it  to  themfelves.  Their  conduA,  indeed, 
bore  m  more  threatening  afpeA  to  the  honours  of  Deity, 
than  if  they  had  done  fo.  For  others  would  be  more  in 
danger  of  worlhipping  their  glorified  Mafter,  than  them. 

When 
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Wheabniq^  befaccAe 
AoiviBdictte  tiieir  ooadoA  m 

mtdsSawiomr  l»  ^w»  nftatmrt im I^mtl^ 
^,>fiw»clisp.T»3i*  It  is  cmkat  chat  fiidi 
cribedtoChrift,  at  caniMt  bekog  to  aoy  cRatofc.  We 
bare  ieen  that  the  whok  chorch  af  liiael  k  ttttodmjrfa 
acksiowledgiDg  tkai  cooTCffioBt  iUa%  m  tnae  repnuoe^ 
ia  »  diTifie  worik  Thofe  whowdCfcalljrcanviDoadaf  i% 
would  be  affurcd  that  tUa  waa  the  c&ft  of  die  power  if 
God.  The  mofl  obd  vau  ceold  not  fii^ole  that  ooo  Wai 
coold  ^giv€  rtptMUmce  to  aootfatf •  Whea  Acj  heesl  die 
apdUes  aicribe  to  Jefin,  aot  the  gift  ef  r^ereeei  oftly^kat* 
^forghtnefi  aUo,  thej  cooU  not  bat  dunk  that  Aef 
gare  him  that  hoooor  which  their  choidi  had  ahraja  i^, 
propriated'  to  God.  Evea  th^  imbelieTiog  Jewa  weve  per- 
fiiaded  that  mo  eer  coM  forgive  Jims  htk  Cmd  omfy.  lie 
priefte  and  Saddoceet,  who  had  imprifoaed  the  ifattoi 
▼en  17.  would  not  be  fo  Civonrabk  in  dieir  eon^mtfoB  ai 
to  fuppofev  that  the  J  meant  that  Jefiis  had  merely  tbe 
power  of  declaring  forgivenefs*  Thej  could  not  have 
pefceiTed  the  proprietj  of  aflerting  that  he  was  exalitdtot 
tbii  end.  For  it  (mnft  natoraUj  hare  occurred  to  then, 
that  he  could  hare  done  this  work  hx  better  on  earth. 
And  they  would  not  fuppofe  that  there  were  any  in  hea« 
ven  that  needed  fuch  a  declaration.  The  Saddocees»  in* 
deed,  were  more  rational  believers,  than  to  imagine  that 
there  could  be  a  heaven  of  fpirits. 

That  Stephen  preached  the  fame  dodrine,  ia  evident 
from  the  account  which  he  gives  of  the  vifion  at  Monnt 
Sinai,  Afti  vii.  3c.  For  he  declares  that  it  was  an  Aagd 
0/  tbt  Lord^  who  appeared  in  the  bu(h  and  faid,  I  amtbi 
God  of  Abraham,  He  means  no  created  angel.  For  no 
Jew  of  that  age  would  have  a&ribed  foch  language  to  a 
2  creature. 
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ocaton.  Befiddr  he  ezpM&ly  cal|p  this  Angel  /Ac  lomt^ 
or  Jehovah,  ver.  33.  Had  he  belkvt4  th«t  tfie^  wa» 
bot'OBe  PBtfion  in  the  diviae  e8€iice>  he  could  aochave 
dMMi|^  oC  a|}li9g  him  aa  ang^l  or  mejingnr.  Fto  by- 
f^Mm  amid  he  ymfimi  /  Biu  he  uiSes  that  laaguage  wfaidt- 
was  vaH  fcBomra  t^  his  iuhecs.  They  bdi^ved  that  the 
^jigelaf  th^  dmna  prefinicet  the  Angal  oC  the  cotnBafMK, 
waa.  JsHavAl^  l|e  evidently  deicribes  him  as  that  Angd- 
whp gjEvrethe  hv  Iqt  tha  miniftration  of  other  aogek-  ill 
die  c^MraJlev  oit  hi«i  fiervakta. ;  and;  whb  direded  the  charoh 
in-diewildenMrfs,  ver.  38. 

Thft  the  proto^iarQrr  had  Jefoe  in  his  eye,  in  the  whgle 
of  hit  aanative,  appears  from  his  giving  him  that-  title  of 
dime-  pecfeftion.  Jbrmedyezphmied.  Hb  oaUs  hkar  tie 
ymft  Qme^  'ver.  5a.  This,  is  aUb  nndeniabk,  from  his  addi«C- 
fing  Jiefiia  as  the.  objefi  o£  warfiiip*  He  would  have  1^ 
oqB^  widli  hocror  fr^m  foeh  impiety,  had  he  not  believed^ 
that  Jefns  wu  the-  Goiof  Abraham.  Tb^  fi^md*  Sopbrn 
eoBimf  mpon  Go^  amd  faying^  Ln^  7^/^  receive  nifjpititi 
v«r«  59. 

Dr  P«  obfiunresythat  ^  the  word  Gl^if  ia  not  in  the  oiigi- 
*'  aalg  as  onr  traaflaaavs  have  fignified,  hff  their  direfibihg  it 
'*  to  be  px3nte4  in^th^  Italic  charaAev :  6>  that  thja  test  by 
•f  BO  means  fignifies*  that  Stephen  acknowledged  Ghiift  to. 
'<  be  God>  but  only  mforms  us  that  Stephen  addrelied  him- 
^  ielf  to  Chrift,  whom  he  had  juft  feen^  in  perfon,  in  a^  flate 
''  of  great  exaltation  and  glory  ^**'  The  wcMrd  G^  ve^ 
indeed,  a  fuppknaent*  Bat  the  want  of  it,  in  the  origtnalp 
inft^ad  of  proving  that  Stephen  did  not  acknowledge 
Ghrift  to  be  CM^  is  a  more  unexcepdonaUe  proof  that  he 
did,  than  if  it^ad  heen  ufed  by  the  iaipiied  hiftorias.  For, 
in.  this  cafe,  the^adverfiuries  of  the  Deity  of  Chrifl  would- 
have  urged  that  sto  important  difttkiAton  was  flated  beciweeii 

■•:.:..  the- 
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thofe  ffaete  A  wiiidi  tHe  wocd  figmfici  «d  t^pmt^  Bbl 
does  hv  &rioafl J  think  that  Pteil  afpHthi  imCmbx  m  die 
lame  (eitfe  in  wbieh  Steplien  catted  mptm  Jefi»^  Bid  Fnd 
commend U$ ^^iru  irto  tie  tmub  of  the  RocMtt  Eaipcnr? 
I  dk  the  Doaor's  pierdon.  He  may  pcrhflpa  fiif  pofit  fhn 
he  did,  when  he  yentnred  hk  Imtfy  ia  Casfar^s  haadik 

But  be  adds,  that  the  fame  word  ''  ia  nfifid  whea  mperfn 
*'.  19  fiifd  to  be  m/Am/  by  aaj*  ipartkekr  name  ;  aa  Jadv 
^  mSlri/Ifeafioty  fcc.  There' can  be  no  doobc,  tfatiefofei 
^  but  yStitit  it  has  the  fame  meaning  boCb  in  i  Gar.  L  %. 
^  and  aUbin  A£b  is.  ii.  hmi  tbisbeib&t  de/hyyed ihmt 
**"  wSo caUtd on  tits  namt  in  JtrmfakmP  that  is,  aU  wIm^ 
^  called  themfelres  Ci&r^iVmf;  It  is  fo  rendefed,  Jam.u. 
'**'  7.  ho  they  not  hlaf^tmt  the  toortiyNome  by  wiMjt 
**•  are  cailed'f  or,  as  it  is  more  tzafilj  rendered,  wUAis 
**"  eaffeJf  or  impoteif'trponjromf  that  is,  bj  which  je  an 
**  difiingQiihed.^  But  becaoie  this  woidyoaMfMcf  fimplj 
fignifies  to  caU  or  denorHtnait^  moft  it  ahaayf  bear  thii 
fenle  ?'  Tt  is  indeed  queftionabley  whether  the  expreffion  in 
James  does  not  refpeft  the  folemn  invocation  of  this  name 
in  baptifm.  At  anj  rate,  a  gentleman  who  has  taught 
Greek  ought  to  pay  fome  regard  to  the  conftm^tioii.  And 
undonbted]  J  the  language  of  James,  and  alfo  that  in  AAs 
XV.  17.  is  very  different  from  what  we  have  in  x  Cor.  i.  i. 
and  Afis  i^r.  ix.  When  it  fignifies,  called  upon  yoUf  it  is 
(mpLa  70  s'xvp^rfitf  s^'  v/jta;.  But  can  our  author  produce  any 
example  of  fuch  an  expreffion  as  rot{  nrutOKitftirHf  to  OfOfiMf 
having  the  fame  meaning  ?  Both  the  Seventy,  and  the  wri- 
ters of  the  New  Tcflament,  ufe  the  cxpreiBons  differently) 
the  former  in  a  faffivty  and  the  latter  in  an  oQive^  fenfe. 

The  realbn  affigned  by  Dr  P.  for  refuGng  to  underfiand 
thcfe  words,  i  Cor.  i.  i.  With  all  wio  in  every  flate  caO 
upon  the  Noffie  0/  our  Lord  Refits  Chrift^  a»  iignifying  that 
adoration  *•  which  is '  duer  to  the  one  lilting  and  true  God,"- 

is 
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a  ftriking  proof  of  the  audacity  of  error.  That  this  is 
►t  meant  **  is  evident,"  he  iays,  "  from  the  very,  next 
words ;  Grace  he  unto  you^  and  peace^  from  God  our  Fa- 
ther^ and  from  the  Lord  yefus  Chrift  ;  where  Chrift  *is 
evidently  fpoken  of  as  diftinft  from  God*."  Becaufe 
hrift  is  not  mentioned  as  the  fame  Perfon  with  the  Fathei, 
hOy  in  the  New  Teftament,  is  more  generally  diftingoiihed 
f  the  name  Godj  therefore  he  is  not  the  objeS  of  adora- 
cm ;  thongh  in  the  very  words  from  which  the  pretended 
roof  is  derived,  grace  is  prayed  for  from  him,  as  direfily 
i  frtmi  the  Father.  It  will  be  difficult  for  our  author  to 
-ove,  that  Ads  ix.  21.  refers  to  the  difciples  being  called 
hrifHans ;  as  it  appears  that  they  were  not  known  by  this 
ime  for  fome  confiderable  time  after  the  event  narrated  in 
at  paflage,  chap.  xi.  26. 

But  notwithilanding  the  laborious  attempts  of  Socinians, 
I  avert  the  force  of  the  argument  arifing  from  the  uie  of 
Js  term,  there  are  fome  paiTages,  in  which  it  occurs,  that, 
I  &r  as  I  know,  they  have  not  dared  to  meddle  with  ^  as 
Tim.  ii.  22.  Rom.x.  13, 14.  When  Paul  fpeaks  of  thofe 
rwdcXs^tfiwy,  that  call  on  the  Lord  out  of  a  pure  heart ;  when 
B  quotes  theie  words  from  Joel,  Whofoever  Jhall  call  upon 
ie  Name  of  the  Lord,  Jhall  befaved;  the  fenfe  is  fo  reftric- 
^  by  the  connexion,  that  they  cannot  deny  that  divine 
rorihip  is  meant.  This,  then,  is  the  proper  queftion  -,  if  the 
ivocation,  granted  in  the  cafe  of  Stephen,  can  be  under- 
ood  in  any  fenfe,  but  as  "  peculiar  to  the  divine  Being  ?" 

As  Dr  P.  admits  that  the  protomartyr  did  invoke  Jefus, 
re  would  wiih  to  know  for  what  end  he  did  it,  if  he  did 
ot  mean  to  worjhip  him  ?  Stephen  himfelf  does  not  leave 
3  at  a  lois  as  to  his  defign.  For  this  was  the  fubftance  of 
is  addreis,  Lord  Jefus^  receive  my  Jpirit.  Did  he  turn  to 
im  as  only  one  of  the  Saints  f  ?     K  he  did,  was  not  the 

Vol.  I.  Y  clofing 
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clofing  a&  of  his  life  an  ad  of  abominable  iddiuy  ?  Dil 
he  not  ack  .owledge  Jefus  as  one  that  had  povatr  over  tie 
fpirit  /  And  does  not  this  belong  to  God  only  ?  Oar  author 
lieems  to  infinuate,  that  the  *'  great  exaltation  and  gkoj"  of 
Chrift  might  be  Stephen's  apology.  But  ivill  a  Pit<n;htt 
maintain  that  any  creature,  in  the  eternal  i}ate»  mayk 
lawfully  called  upon  in  any  fenfe  ?  If  Je&is  be  act  God  s 
well  as  man,  die  difciple  made  a  fiir  worie  choice  than  his 
mailer,  who,  as  man,  commended  his  fpirit  into  the  hands 
of  his  Father.  But.it  is  evident,  that  Stephen  fiirreBdeitd 
his  fpirit  to  Jelus  as  Lord^  hotb  of  the  dead^  amd  of  ibe  U* 
ving. 

He  alfo  addrefled  Jefus  as  the  God  of  pardoning  acfcj* 
For  be  kneeled  down^  a/td  cried  with  a  hud  voice^  Lari^  lo/ 
not  tbis^n  to  their  charge^  ver.  6o.  There  is,  undedbCBdljf 
no  change  of  the  object  of  invocation.  Stephen  ftill  ad- 
drefles  the  fame  Lord  over  aUt  who  if  rich  unio  eUltbat  afi 
u^n  bim^  Rom.  x.  12. 

This  pafiage  has  dill  been  very  puzzling  to  Sodnians : 
and  their  perj)lexity  muft  continue,  if  they  adhere  to  their 
principles,  till  awfully  removed  by  a  difcovery  of  the  Son 
of  man  on  the  right  hand  of  power.  Even  Dr  P.'s  embar- 
raflm'mt  on  this  fubje^l  appears,  not  only  from  what  we 
have  fcen,  but  from  what  he  (ays  in  his  Hillory  of  Opinions. 
'^  To  conclude,  as  fome  have  done,  from  the  fingle  cafe  of 
'*  Stephen,  that  all  Chriflians  are  authorized  to  pray  to 
'^  Chrift,  is  like  concluding  that  all  matter  has  a  tendency 
'*  to  go  upwardi,  becaufe  a  needle  will  do  fo  when  a  mag* 
"  net  is  held  over  it.  When  they  fliall  be  in  the  fame  cir- 
"  cumftanccs  with  Stephen,  having  their  minds  ftroogly 
^*  imprelTed  with  a  vifion  of  Chrift  fitting  at  the  right  hand 
'*  of  God,  they  may  then,  perhaps,  be  authorized  to  ad- 
<«  drcis  themfelves  to  him  as  he  did  \  but  the  whole  tenor 
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^«f  tte  for^tiires  fronres  tlwt  o^rwife  we  have  fio  «at)Ki« 
^  ritjr  at  «H  &(r  arvj  &ch  praAice  *." 

Iluow  of  none  wlio  eondode,  that  Jelvs  « the  objeS ^ 
nroiA^  from  the  ^gle  ca&  of  Stephra.  All  who  believe 
fhtSt  Stcfihea  woiiU^pei  him,  are  as  fbfly  perfuaded  diat 
be  w^  talUd  upon  by  all  ^limitive  Ghriftians.  Butal- 
dioagh  'W€  4iad  ao  other  exprds  inftance,  chat  of  Stephen, 
ell  titrcamftances  coafidered,  would  be  unexceptionable  as 
«D  esample.  The  conclufion  from  this  cafe  would  not  be 
qpitp  to  Aibtd  as  chat  to  which  it  is  compared  bjr  Dr  P. 
It  ^rottld  aAj  be  *'  like  coa^duding  that"  evtry  needli^  or 
'*  «il  matter"  of  the  fame  kind^  would  go  upwards,  if  a 
f**!g">^  of  fiafficaent  power  were  held  over  it. 

Bnt  the  firailiradf  implies  another  obvious  fallacy ;— ^that 
^rfoa  oan  have  aa  attradive  infiaence  on  none  of  his  dif- 
dples,  like  that  exemplified  in  dbecate  of  Stephen,  ^uidefii 
Abqf  dftfcem  turn  with  the  bodily  eye.  They  are  dl  com- 
poiiBd  of  &ich  ifytxt  nMitr^  that  they  cannot  a£cend  to  hiiH 
IB  adoration,  ludefs  die  attradive  power  dEsd  their  {enfist. 
A  fenfibk  dilbevery  of  die  very  matter  of  the  body  of 
Cbrifty  not  aa  appreheafioa  of  bis  maj^fty  by  &i|h,  is  the 
only  frobaUe  auih(^ty  for  wiMihip.  After  this,  our  av- 
tbor,  infiead  of  ridiculing  the  do£farine  of  the  Trinity,  00^ 
to  fpeak  icfpe^uUy  even  of  the  abinrd  do&rine  of  Traa- 
fabftantiation.  F<t-  he  who  can  fuppefe  that  knowing  Chrift 
^fr  tbi  fii/b^  is  that  which  tends  moft  to  exak  our  ideas  of 
htm,  and  p€rb(i^%  Authorizes  adoration,  ooght  to  be  tender 
of  tiwlc  who  pradically  indulge  themfelves  in  the  ^Iealu\g 
illufioB.  The  true  church  of  Chrift  hath  hithefto  believed 
diat  tbi  fy/b  profitab  mtbimg.  But  it  woidd  feem^that  ftt 
lath  been  grievoufly  mifiakea.  For  a  view  of  Uhb  **  may 
^  90thoii9x  Ghriftians  to  a4di«6  diemfelves  to"  Jcfus  aa 
fitqpbcftdid ;  that  is,  to  make  him  ^  objeft  of  pfaytr.    Aa 
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for  thofe  poor  Ibiib  tobo  have  mdfeeut  and  yet  hmn  ieiievei, 
the  Lord  ye/us  can  be  no  magnet  to  them.  The  j  kiumr,  by 
faidi  in  the  Divine  word,  that  the  Soo  of  man  fiamdtth  m 
tht  right  band  of  God  Their  Sidth  diicems  him  witfaia  the 
vail.  Bj  this  fpiritoal  e je  they  Jte  the  King  in  his  hean^* 
And  though  thej  have  not  fetn  him  with  the  bodily  eye, 
yet  believing^  they  may  rejoice^  even  with' Joy  unJpeakJUt 
and  full  of  glory  ^  receiving  the  end  of  their  faiihf  the  fdwa- 
tion  of  their  foulsj  (i  Pet.  i.  8,  9.)  But  it  would  be  ventur- 
ing a  great  deal  too  fsir,  to  commend  their  fpirits  to  him. 
They  do  not  fenftbly  difcem  him  ai  the  right  handof  God: 
and  how  can  they  otberwije  be  certain  that  he  is  there? 
Without  this  fpecies  of  aflurance,  according  to  our  flnthoTf 
they  would  pray  at  random.  Thus,  inftead  of  a  rational 
fyftem  of  religion,  we  have  a  material  one,  nearly  as  grofii 
as  th&t  of  the  church  of  Rome. 

He  feems  alfo  to  fupport  her  dodrine  in  another  refpefti 
He  fuppofes  that  fuch  a  vifion  may  perhaps  authorize  an 
addreis  to  Chrift,  **  although  the  whole  tenor  of  the  laip- 

ture  proves  that  otberwife  we  have  no  authority  at  all  for 

any  fuch  praftice."  On  the  very  lame  ground  may  the 
worihip  of  faints  and  angels  be  vindicated.  For  the  only 
meaning  that  our  author's  words  can  bear,  is,  that  the  whole 
tenor  of  fcripture  proves  that  we  have  no  authofity  for  any 
fuch  prafticc,  but  in  tbe  cafe  of  feeing  Jefus  with  the  bodily 
eye.  If,  therefore  one  ihould  happen  to  fee  an  angel,  or 
one  of  the  glorified  faints,  as  the  difciples  faw  Mofes  and 
Elias,  the  heavenly  vifion  may  perbaps  authorise  worfliip. 

The  abfurdity  of  fuppofing  an  occqfional  objed  of  wor- 
ihip, is  perfeftly  confonant  ta  the  philojopbical  Unitarianifm 
of  occqfional  perfonaiity.  It  completes  the  fyftem.  He 
who  has  been,  or  who  might  have  been,  occafionally  a  di- 
vine Perfon,  may,  doubtleis,  be  occafionally  an  objefi  of 
worfliip.  According  to  Dr  P.'s  concei&oni  when  all  the 
1  faints 
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faints  (hall  lee  Jefus  oi  he  is^  it  maj  perhaps  authorize  them 
all  to  addrefs  them&lves  to  him  as  Stephen  did.  If  fo,  it 
may  be  the  (afefi  couHe  to  trj  the  fame  exercife  in  this 
lifie.  The  worfhip  of  heaven  cannot  well  be  idolatry 
on  earth.  Thofe  who  will  not  bow  the  knee  to  Jefiis 
noWy  moft  do  it  very  aukwardly  when  he  comes  in  his 
glory. 

Dr  P.  has  overlooked  the  clrcumfiance  which  properly 
renders  the  conduft  of  Stephen  a  fufficient  example  for  unt- 
verial  imitation.  We  are  not  to  fuppofe  that  the  good  man 
was  in  a  pioos  reverie.  For,  according  to  the  teltimony  of 
inipintiony  he  W2sfuU  of  the  Holy  Ghoft. 

We  may  (afely  conclude,  that  Philip,  the  Evangelift, 
preached  the  divinity  of  ChriiL  For  the  confeflion  of  the 
Eunnch  refpeded  this  dodrine ;  /  Mieve  that  ye/us  Cbrijl 
is  the  Son  of  Godf  chap.  viii.  37*  This  cannot  be  underftood 
as  merely  an  acknowledgment  of  Jefus  as  Mefliah.  For 
the  term  Chrifi  being  ftri&ly  expreffive  of  this  charader, 
the  Ennuch's  confeflion  would,  in  this  cafe,  be  the  mereft 
fblecifm  \  **  I  believe  that  Jefus,  the  Mefliah,  is  the  Mef- 
**  fiah/'  Unleis  Philip  had  preached  Jefus,  not  merely  as 
Mefliah,  but  as  a  Divine  Perfon,  there  would  have  been  no 
propriety  in  the  confeflHon.  For  we  muft  underftand  it  as 
redciplicating  on  the  dodrine  previoufly  delivered. 

Indeed,  though  we  have  no  fummary  of  Philip's  dif- 
conrfe,  it  is  evident  that  he  could  not  give  a  confident  view 
of  the  paflage  from  which  he  preached  Jefus^  without  pro- 
claiming his  divinity.  For  as  thefe  words,  ver.  33*  Who 
Jball  declare  his  generation  f  undoubtedly  denote  his  endleis 
life,  as  the  Father  of  a  feed  that  no  man  can  number^  they 
neceflfarily  imply  divine  power  and  glory.  For  how  can  a 
mere  man  really  create  again,  and  give  fpi  ritual  life  tothofe 
who  are  dead  in  trefpajfes  and  fins  f  How  could  the  taking 
awey  of  his  life  be  the  caufe  of  life  to  them,  were  he  not 
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in  another  refped  the  Fountain  of  Lift  /  Hbw  could  ht 
aA  the  part  of  a  Father,  to  tbofe  whom  be  caQU.  noc^ 
much  a:^  numbtr  ? 

The  converfion  of  Paul  has  been  juftlj  Tiewed  as  a  firi» 
king  proof  of  the  truth  of  Chriftianit  j.  The  accouot  givoi 
of  it  affijrds  as  convincing  evidence  of  the  divinky  of- J»> 
fus.  It  is  evident  that  Paul,  wiien  he  heard  the  voice  firote 
heaven,  coniidered  it  as  that  of  a  Diviae  Perfoo.  But  he 
feems  at  a  lois  to  know  how  he  (bould  be  porfisciitin^  biiBt 
jy«  Jaid^  Who  art  tbou^  Lord  J  chap^  ix.  5.  Wbcs  he  fiml 
that  it  was  Jefus  who  fpok^e  to  him,  he  did:  not  change* hii 
addrefs,  or  acknowkdge  his  miftake*  To  this  vorjL-  Jcioi 
does  he  dired  his  prayer  :  and  this  expreflea  die  laogaagt 
of  abfolute  fubcniflion  to  his  will :  He^  trmAlimg  and  ^^b* 
ni/bed^faidf  Lord,  what  wilt  tbon  have  me  to  da  f  va%.6k 

Ananias  alfo,  when  he  received  a  con^mand.  to  go  l» 
Paul,  in  like  manner  addreffes  hiqufelf  to  Jefus :  lord,  I 
bope  heard  by  many  of  this  maftf  \ic»  ver.  13*      That  be 
confidered  Chrift  as  fpeaking  to  him,  and  therefore  direflfid 
his  reply  to  the  fame  Perfon,  is  evident  from  hb  faying  t» 
Paul,  ver.  17*  ^he  Lordi  (evm  Jefus  that  appeared  to  thee  w 
the  way  as  tb'^u  camejl)^  bath  fent  me.     The  feme  difcipit 
fpeaks  of  all  the   faints  as  ChrilVs ; — thy  faints^  ver.  xj* 
And  there  was  not  one  of  them  who  would  have  reckoned 
it  an  honour  to  be  the  property  of  a  mere  man.     He  de- 
fcribcs  them  all  as  worfliippers  of  Jefus,  ver.  14,    He  hath 
authority-o-^o  hind  all  that  call  on  thy  name*     The  genuine 
fenfe  of  this  expredion  appears  from  the  prefentconduft-of 
Ananias,  one  of  the  perfons   thus  defcribed.     Jefus  is  alfe 
introduced,  as  declarir  g  that  Paul  was  a  chojen  v^ffel  unto 
him.     And  furely,  fuch  language  does  not    become  any 
creature*     One  great  deiign  of  tlie  miffion  of  Ananias  19^ 
thati  by  his  inftrumentality,  Joins  might  commonicate  the 
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Hoi  J  Ghoft  to  Paal^  vcr.  i*^  Jtfks  hatb  fent  mtf  tiai'iBm. 
m^$eff^--4hJSMwitb  theHofy  Gbojf. 

K  the  worfliip  oi  Chrift  be  itbhtrj-.  Paid,  it  mufll 
be  acknewledgedy  was  proTided  with  a  very  bad'  fym- 
tjaai  dbeftoF.  For  Ananias  tradoubtedlj  exhorts  him  to 
pny  to  Jefus*  ft^a/b  away  thy  Jins^  he  (ajs,  aiding  on 
tieNkaiK-of  the  Eord,  chap.  zzii.  i6.  That  Jicfiis  is  meant, 
casnoe  reafooablj  be  refilled.  For  he  is  the  perTon  lafC 
mcnfieced,  as  thatjujl  One  whom  Pkul  was  to  fie^  the  vo/rr 
ijf  whole  mottA^he  Ihotdd  htar^  and  whofe  witnefihst  fliould: 
5r  Mtfo  aBmem,  Ter.  £4,  15.  This  is  alio  evident  from  the 
eemesim  of  theft  words,  Wajb  away  thy  fins.  Thej  un- 
deohlDdly  refn  to  baprifin.  For  it  is  fitd  immediately  be- 
fiwe  i  J^fi^  and  he  bafrtifid.  It  was  in  this  ordinance  that 
k#WM  to  colt  on  the  Name  of  tht  LonP^  bjr  devoting  him- 
SSt  to  kim^  apppehen^ttg  the  merit  of  hts  bloody  and  im« 
pltping^dte  commmiicalion  of  his  Spirit. 

Would  Paul  believe  that  Jefiis  could  make- him  an  inftnr- 
flieiift  ift  eidightening  the  nnderiiandingSj  and'  changing  the 
hearts  o£  finners,  and  in  delivering  them  from  the  power  oC 
S^ftH»>  Would  he  believe  that  Jefus  could  give  them  par- 
don and  glorj,  that  he  was  the  objed  of  fiuth,  and  that 
%it&  i»  him  could  be  the  mean  of  fandification  ?  Woidd  he 
confatr  in  him  for  deliverance  ft*om  the  heathen  ;  or  even 
fiibnut  to  receive  a  commilEon  from  him::^-and' jret  confi<> 
dcr  htm  as  a  mere  man  ?  But  Pa\d.  alTtires  Agrippa  that 
Jefiis.  laid  to  him  ;  /  have  appeared  unto  thee  for  thu  pur-- 
pefo^  to  make  thee  a  minifUry  and  a  witnefs ; — delivering  thee 
from  the  Gentilet,  unto  whom  now  I  fend  thee  ;  to  open  their 
eyes^  and  to  turn  them  front  darknejt  to  Ught^  and  from  the 
ftnaeeit  of  Satan  unto  Godf  that  they  may  receive  forgivenefs 
^Jmtf  and  inheritance  amonig  them  which  are  fanfiified  by 
fmA  which  ie  in  me^  chap.  xxvi.  i6.«-i8. 

Did  not  Paul,  immediately  i^r  his  converfion,  teflxFjr 
in  SaXk  conviaion  of  the  divinity  of  Jefos  ?  Straightway  he 
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freaehtd  Cirijl  im  the  J^mag^gmu^  tiat  It  u  ike  Sm  ^ 
Godf  dtxp.  ix.  3c.  It  woold  be  ridimVwn  to 
hogoage  as  fignifjing,  tkat  Pml  madj 
thznSba  of  Jciiii  as  Mcfiah.  This  he  aUb  did.  Ar, 
he  cmfumdtd  the  Jews  tMA  dweb  ai  TlmmafiuK  f^wmag 
ibai  ibis  is  ibe  very  Cbrijt^  rer.  32.  Bat  hoc  ^ar  bnc 
onlj  one  branch  of  lus  dodrbie.  It  mrhMJcd  mnriifT,  U- 
dod  from  this,  but  not  lefr  impoctaot.  For,  as  dK  lat- 
goage  may  be  Ikerallj  read,  JZr  freacb§i  the  ChH^  or 
Miffiah^  that  this  is  ibe  Soss  of  Ga/.  Woold  it  be  mdj 
of  an  infpired  hifiorian  to  £ij ;  "  He  picacfaed  die  Met 
"^  iiah,  diat  he  b  die  Meffiah  >"  That  die  iift  aqnCoBt 
tc9  Xftroff  ibe  Cbrijt^  is  to  be  undeiflood  as  particiilafljf  ir- 
ferrmg  to  Jefus  in  his  official  cbarader,  u  evident  finom  ifcc 
manner  in  which  it  is  ofisd  cUcifdierey  in  r^axd  to  dk 
preaching  of  PauL  For,  when  addrcffing  the  ThrflaloBJaw^ 
he  opened  and  alleged  that  ibis  Jefsss^  whmm  I  frwurh  m^ 
joss^  is  0  Xftroif  ibe  Cbrifi^  chap.  zviL  3. 

Did  not  Paul,  through  life,  offer  the  (aciificc  of  pniie  to 
Jefus  as  God,  for  the  honour  he  had  put  on  him,  and  die 
flrength  he  had  given  him  ?  We  have  his  own  teftimonj. 
/  ibank  Cbrift  J  ejus  our  Lordy  wbo  both  enahled  ssuj  fisr 
thai  be  counted  me  woribj^  putting  me  into  ibe  snimijtry  ^ 
who  was  before  a  hlafpbemer^  &c.  Does  he  not  afcribe  his 
converiion  whoUj  to  the  mercj,  grace  and  power  of  Jefiis  ? 
Rut  I  obtained  mercy  ; — trnd  the  grace  of  our  Lord  %cms  ex* 
ceeding  ahundanty  with  faith  and  love  which  is  im  Cbrifl 
Jefusj  I  Tim.  i.  12. — 14.  If  Paul  \'iewed  him  as  a  mere 
man,  did  he  not  blafpheme  God  ?  Did  he  not  proftitute  thc^ 
attributes  of  Deity,  bj  afcribing  them  to  Jefus  ? 

When  the  fame  apoftle  would  give  a  pattern  of  preadi* 
ing  to  thofe  who  were  themfelves  bifhops,  he  esdiorts 
them  to  feed  the  church  of  God^  which  he  hcul  purcbafed 
ivith  his  own  blood,  chap.  xx.  28.  The  enemies  of  the 
Deity  of  Chrifl  cannot  agree  among  themfelves,  with  rcr 


Chap*  XI.  iOMgbt  M  tie  ABs.  345 

tpf&  to  this  text.  Some  of  the  Poliih  Socinians  ack&ow* 
ledge  that  the  original  word  is  0fo(,  aiid  pretend  that  this 
defignatioQ  is  given  to  Chrifl.  officially ;  or  that  God  the 
Father  is  meant,  and  that  the  blood  of  Chrift  is  called  bis^ 
becanfe  of  the  intimate  union  between  them,  notwithfiand* 
ing  diverfitjT  of  eflence  *• 

Dr  P.  b  not  fo  liberal  in  hb  conceflions.  '^  In  the  moft 
*'  ancient  manufcripts/'  he  fays,  *^  thb  text  b.  Feed  the 
**  cbmrcb  of  the  Lord^  which  generally  fignifies  Chrift  f." 
Bj  the  waj  we  maj  obierve  that,  although  our  author  here 
grants  that  the  term  Lord  has  generally  thb  meaning,  when 
he  delbends  to  particulars,  there  are  a  great  many  excep- 
tions. It  can  never  Jignify  Chrift^  however  ftrong  the  col- 
lateral evidence,  where  it  can  fignifj  any  thing  unfiriendlj 
to  the  Socinian  fjftem.  Of  thb  we  have  a  ftriking  proof 
in  the  paragraph  immediatelj  preceding,  where  that  paflage 
b  introduced.  And  thou^  Lordy  in  the  beginning  hajl  laid^ 
&c«  Heb.  Lie*  Though  there  can  be  no  conneuon  in  the 
apoftle's  reaibning,  if  theie  words  refer  not  to  Chrift,  yet 
they  muft  be  underftood  of  the  Father  alon^. 

Only  three  manufcripts  are  mentioned  as  reading  the 
lard  I  while  all  the  reft,  ibme  of  which  are  reckoned  of 
at  leaft  equal  authority,  give  the  language  according  to  our 
verSon.  A  £bw  of  thele  join  the  Lord  with  God.  But 
thb  makes  no  difference  as  to  the  fenfe,  but  rather  confirms 
the  ordinary  reading.  It  deferves  attention,  that  the  church 
of  the  Lord  b  a  phrafe  never  ufed  in  the  New  Teftament ; 
whereas  we  often  read  of  the  church  of  God. 

But  even  fuppofing  that  the  true  reading  were,  the  church 
of  the  Lordy  as  refpefting  Chrift,  the  paflage  would  ftill  af- 
fiord  a  ftriking  proof  of  hb  Deity.  For  it  b  undeniable 
that  the  church  b  God^i  (i  Cor.  i.  a.  x.  32.  xi.  2a,  &c.) 
that  it  b  as  much  hb  property  as  a  man's  houiie  b  hb,  to 
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(he  exchificA  of  everj  other  Droprietor.  TherefioR  mr 
Md  of  tBe  kmjt  ^  God^  wbM^^  u  the  dmxh  of  ikolkmg 
CM(iTi]ii.iiLi5).  Bat  if  tl»  chorch  be  alio  tf^^j^ 
li  it  be  bis  own  ioufri  k  muft  neceflarilj  loBow  that  ht  k 
%b9  Ihnmg  God^  (Heb.  iik  &  la.) 

Our  author  adds ;  **  Alfo  in  fome  copice  k  is,  taUpi 
^  ir  pmrehaftd  vtM  hhod^  that  is,  'the  blood  of  hii 
^  Son.*'  He  cYidently  ftumblea  oq  thit  ikme.  For  whea 
he  tells  us»  that  ^  /i&«  Xoni  geoeralLy  figuifies  Chrifl^"  it 
w^t  be  fiippofi^  that  be  wooM  adhere  to  this  leiifeef 
the  paflage,  as  fiipported  bj  ^ihe  moftaacientammicrifls.*' 
Bat  the  verynezt  £eatence  is  at  war  with  it.  The  perfiai 
ischao^ed.  The  tema  Lord  is  applied  to  the  Father.  Il 
aivails  not,  k  woidd  feem,  though  all  the  mcmben  of  a 
text  iumld  contradift  each  other,  if  the  whole  be  pvefenred 
£roaii  contributing  an  j  thing  to  the  dodiine  of  IjiMnanad. 

He  further  ob&rves  that  ^  as  the  hbod  rf  God  k  a  phfafc 
^  which  occufs  no  whese  eUe  in  the  Icriptores,  we  oogltt 
^  to  be  exceeding^  cautious  how  we  admit  fbch  an>  espn^ 
^'  fion."  It  would  be  more  honeft  and  coniiftent  to  iaj, 
that,  as  the  Bible  coDtains  fiich  a  do£faine,  as  that  the  man^ 
$be  fcUow  of  Jehovah,  could  be  fmittm^  we  *'  ought  to  be 
**  exceedingly  cautious  how  we  admit  iiich  a  hook^ 

A  very  fage  obiervatLon  brings  up  the  rear  :  '^  If  Chrift 
^  was  God,  his  blood  could  not  be  his  blood  as  God*,  but  as 
^  man.*'  Can  our  author  prove  that  God  could  not  unite  to 
his  own  perfe^  and  impaffihle  nature  one  infinitelj  inferior; 
or  that,  in  thb  cafe,  what  properly  belonged  to  the  inferior 
nature,  could  not  be  afcribed  to  the  peribjiy  as  deaomi- 
sated  from  the  iiiperior?  v 
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W  TBE  EVIDENCE  OF  THE  DEITY  OF  CHRIST,  FROM  THE 
USE  OF  THAT  EXFRESSION,  THE  SON  OF  GOD. 
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AS  die  Evangelifts,  in  a  great  variety  of  paiTages,  call 
Jftfai'  iAi  Slm(^  GMi  I  oooe  dKmght  of  lUtiflratiDg 
Aift'  ohalacwr  among  the  proofi  oC  his  j^vinity  from  the 
time  ftnfr  goQ[>di;  But  this  argmnent  openiiig  a  wide  field» 
if  ieamed  more  proper  to  vitfw  it  diftinffljt  Nor  could 
ifpeav-in  that  hiAie^  eviifeiice  whidiintiimdlyhdkMi] 
to  it,  weie  not  fixne  attention  paid-  to  die  nfe  of  this 
paeBkm  bj  odier  in^ired  writen.  But  wHen  tiA 
fiuafeologji&iaviewed  in  oonnexioawidi'tiioieTiBrioiis  u 
iMch  aee  conbined  widi  it  in  the  langoageof  infpirad< 
like  the  raja  of  light  ooiiccntral»d  in  one  pointy  its 
gnatlj  increaled^  and  all  the  dt^^flidna  of  wifttSkncB 
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That  Fmajy  as  fiir  as  poffible,  do  jnftice  to  the  fiibjefi^I 
(hall  inquire,  how  this  charader  was  undeifiood  by  Abb 
under  the  Old  Teftament ;  in  what  (enle  it  was  prodaBied 
by  the  Father ;  how  it  was  interpreted  by  holy  angebylij 
devils,  and  by  the  enemies  of  Chrift ;  what  ideas  it  cafr> 
veyed,  as  exprefled  by  Jefiis  himielf ;  what  (en£e  beEevos 
afHxed  to  it  during  his  abode  on  earth ;  and  how  it  was  ap- 
plied to  him  by  the  apofiles  and  others,  after  hb  afixa- 
fion. 

It  may  be  previoufly  obferved^at  when  Chrift  is  caDed 
the  Sonj  without  any  addition,  it  is  to  be  underftood  m  the 
lame  fenfe  as  when  he  is  more  particularly  denominatdl 
the  Son  of  Godf 


CHAP.      I. 

Of  ibe  Faith  of  Saints  under  the  Old  TteJlampU  ;  and  of  the 
Teftimony  of  the  Father y  and  of  holy  Angels^  concenuMg 
Chrijl  as  the  Son  of  God. 

BELIEVERS  under  the  Old  Teftament  knew  the  Met 
fiah  as  a  Son  begotten  of  the  Father ;  as  it  is  faid, 
Pfal.  ii.  7.  Thou  art  my  Son^  this  day  have  I  begotten  thee. 
They  confidcred  this  as  a  proper  generation,  and  as  imply- 
ing unity  of  effence.  For  they  embraced  this  Son  as  the 
object  of  their  faith,  and  were  aflured  of  the  blefledneis 
of  aU  who  did  fo.  Thus  it  is  faid,  ver.  12.  Kifs  ye  the  Son, 
left  he  he  angry  ^  and  ye  peri/h  from  the  way^  when  his  wrath 
is  kindled  hut  a  little :  hlejfed  are  all  they  that  put  their  trm/l 
in  him.  They  could  not  have  this  afTurance,  without  belie- 
ving his  Deity.  For  .they  were  taught  by  the  fame  autho- 
rity, that  curfed  is  the  man  that  trufteth  in  man,  Jer.  xvii.  5. 

They 
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They  knew  that  this  confidenct  was  that  which  belongs  to 
God  alone,  lia.  xlviii.  2.  1.  lo*  Thej  were  perfuaded 
diat,  if  they  refofed  to  receive  and  rely  on  him  as  the  pro- 
per objed  of  their  &ith|  they  fubjeded  themfelves  to  eter- 
nal mifisry ;  they  would  perijb  from  the  voay.  Can  any 
one,  therefare,  who  candidly  confideis  their  &ith  in  the 
Meffiaby  as  here  declared,  aflert  of  the  Jews  without  di« 
fiindioii,  diat  they  never  ezpe&ed  **  any  other  than  a  man 
"likediemfelTes*?" 

Solomon  introduces  the  Wifdom  of  God  as  giving  this 
tefBmony  to  the  fons  of  men ;  When  there  were  no  depths f 
I  was  brtmght  forth.'^Be/ore  the  mountains  were  fettled^  be^ 
fire  tie  Mtts  was  I  brought  firth^  Prov.  viii.  24,  25.  That 
this  can  only  be  underftood  as  the  language  of  a  perfon,  has 
been  elfewhere  proved.  To  the  fame  purpofe  is  the  faith  of 
the  church  ezprefled  by  Micah :  Whofs  goings  forth  hone 
heem/rmn  of  old^  from  everlqftingj  chap.  v.  2. 

Long  before  the  incarnation,  the  church  knew  this  glo- 
rious Perfon  as  in  the  bofom  of  the  Father ^  as  the  Son  of  bis 
hme ;  according  to  that  divine  teilimony,  Tlfen  was  I  by 
Hm^  as  one  brought  up  with  him^  or  as  a  fofier-Jon^  and  I 
was  daily  his  delight^  Prov.  viii.  30.  They  believed  in 
him  as  the  Coun/ellorj  lia.  iz.  6. 

They  acknowledgec^  him  as  a  Son  whofe  nature  was  ixt- 
aflbble.  Therefore  Agur  faith ;  What  is  his  Son's  barney  if 
ibom  canfiteOP  Prov.  xzx.  4.  NamemxA  be  underflood  in 
the  fame  fienie  here,  as  in  the  daufe  immediately  preceding, 
where  it  is  ufed  with  refped  to  the  Father.  Now,  they 
knew  his  name ;  but  not  the  full  import  of  it,  as  exprefling 
his  incompreheniible  nature.  They  believed  that  the  na- 
ture of  the  Son  was  as  incompreheniible  as  that  of  the  Father. 
Tlierefore  are  thefe  two  queftions  joined,  with  a  note  of 
defiance  equally  applicable  to  both  ;  What  is  his  Name^  or 
his  Son's  Name^  if  thou  canft  telU 

They 
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They  knew  that  the  Son  giv^  fliof ild  be  dr  Migb^  &ti 
WtkA  th^Fathtr  of  Eternity  ^\b^.\x.6.  j£HOVAHliadoBBeilM 
gods,  to  whom  bis  word  came.  But  his  tncmt  people  mm 
ttflured  that  he  had  sever  given  this  afydlMies  «f  A 
Mighty  God  to  ai^  of  (he  fons  of  men,  or  of  tie  fSmkr^ 
Ejterniiy  to  man  who  is  as  graft.  But  our  Mtthor  £i|i{ 
'*  Thefe  titles  may  ;not  ezpreis  wihat  Clhrift  ia»  Iwt  whU 
«  God  wiU  manifeft  himiielf  to-4ie  io  Um,  and  -by  hia  ;fe 
'*  that,  in  the  dil'penfation  of  the  gofpd^  Go4»  the  inafe  tti 
^  benevoknt  author  of  it,  wiM  appear  jR»  be  a  Womiafd 
«'  CounfiUor,  tbt  Evirlajling  Father^  mmi  the  Awr  ^ 
'*  Peace^.**  This  is  a  proof  of  (he  great  pains  wkkfa  lUi 
Gentleman  takes  to  make  that  croahd^  wfasoh  God  brik 
mtAeJlrafgbt.  If  the  boly  Scripture  aanft  be  iiitmpiiJBl 
in  this  way*  in  order  to  the  attainment  of  its  true  iwi  nrnw^, 
it  were  £ur  better  entirely  to  renounce  it.  For  at  tUs  rM^ 
it  cannot  rationally  be  fiippofed  to  be  given  by  God  h  i 
rule  of  futhy  as  well  as  of  manncny  not  to  the  leaned  oolyy 
but  to  (he  illiterate,  who  always  coaftitute  by  far  tbe  givtfc- 
eft  part  of  mankind.  This  plan  of  interpretation  dincA^ 
tends  to  bewilder  the  mind  in  an  endleis  labyrinth,  it 
i;ives  the  lie  to  that  very  fyilem  which  it  is  meant  to  iop- 
port.  For  while  Reafon  is  made  the  teft  of  divine  Trathy 
it  mud  alfo  be  fuppofed  that  Truth  is  obvious  to  Rca£bO| 
as  being  revealed  in  language  intelligible  to  the  balk  of 
mankind.  For  this  end,  it  muft  be  ufed  according  to  its 
common  acceptation.  But  while  the  avowed  dcfign  of 
what  i&  called  rational  theology  is  to  relieve  men  firom  diofe 
fetters  of  implicit  faith,  in  which,  it  is  pretended,  they  ait 
flill  held  by  all  but  Sociuian  teachers ;  its  real  tendency  is 
only  to  give  a  change  of  fetters.  Though  a  particnisr 
verfion  of  Scripture  be  excellent,  new  light  may  be  rhrowa 
on  various  parages,  by  attention  to  the  original  languages^ 

But 

*  Funii  Uluftr.  p.  39. 
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,^ut4f 4t  is  oolj Xuch  an  acquaintance  with  tbelcas wiH en- 
able OS  to  cwift  them  into  all  die  foims  within  die  conpaft 
of  fiuicur»  that  can  either  Itciire  us  in  a  do&jme  fundamca- 
tal  in  religion,  or  deliver  us  from  one  deftrufiive  to  ii,  (he 
0U&  nf.  inankind  muft  ftill  depend  on  their  teachers. 

.Omrauthor  indeed  fajrs^in  the,prefSu:e  to  thefe  lUuftrations; 
'*  To  diote  who  lived  in  the  times  in  which  thefe  books 
**  were  puhliibed,  Chej  were  no  doubt  very  inteOigibk  % 
^  the  language  in  which  they  were  written,  and  the  coftoms 
**  to  which  thej  alkide,  bei^g  per&filj  known  to  them. 
'*  But  what  was  eafj  to  them,  a  long  courfe  of  time  lias 
^  reodezed  extremely  difficult  to  us.— In  this  Aate  of 
*<  thingBy  the  igwarant  and  unUarmd  are  very  liable  to  wrffi 
^  tiijaripiurts^  as  the  iy>oiUe  Peter  £1^3  they  ever  have 
^  dotte."  But  how  darie  fbever  fome  pafiages  may  be, 
frhi^  allude  to  ciiftoms  now  uaknowa,  it  was  indiQ|>en(ab||r 
nguifite  that  aU  things,  neceflary  to  fidvatien,  ibooU  be  re- 
vealed in  language  intelligible  to  all,  in  every  age  and  aa- 
jtiea,  who  come  to  the  word  as  mw^bom  babes.  To  &p- 
pofis  the  contrary,  is  to  impeach  the  wifdom  of  God.  For 
v>ba$iver  vms  turkien  ajontime^  was  wrutinfor  our  ham-' 
ing.  It  is  not  the  darknefs  of  dead  languages,  nor  igno- 
rance of  andent  cuftoms,  that  renders  the  fcripture  unintel- 
ligible ;  but  tht  wijdom  of  tbis  worlds  /earning  to  our  own 
mmder/iandisiigf  and  not  tracing  in  ibe  Lord  wiib  all  oar  heart 
fior  the  gift  of  that  Spirit  who  is  promifed  to  kad  into  all 
$rmfi.  In  the  words  referred  to  by  our  author,  Peter  doea 
not  ^cak  of  the  unlearned  only,  as  wrtfting  tbe  JcriftHm 
to  tbeir  own  defiruBion^  but  aUb  of  the  u^fiahley  who,  as  he 
has  already  (aid,  having  known  tbe  way  of  rigbteoufnefif 
fuem  Jrom  tbe  hofy  commandment  delivered  unto  them  ,-— 
tri^  in  damnable  berefieSy  denying  tbe  Lord  %vho  bought 
tiemt  and  bring  ufon  tbemjelves  fwift  d^ru&ion. 

Oar 
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Our  asttbor  is  a  Gviag  proof  dot  !E2f  pba  off 
fenpcw  till II VIA  tbe  niiBd  laCD  a  ntfs  cc 
aoy  dctemiute  inciifiiiig. 


thb  femaiiuble  prophecj.  he  dearlj  Aows  Ae  y'lJ^-tSij 
of  hb  miixL  ^^  Thefe  udes  Mf  msi  ck^bA  wkm  Qot 
«  kr  \ie.  ThoCe  who  harv  wrote  on  Snod  rtfliiy 
bare  bera  at  great  pains  cd  luflinti  tlie  wihU  ia  dbe 
ineaoifig  of  thb  phrafSe,  £E£r  aoBar  JtmB  ht  iidW  aad  of 
others  of  the  iaiiie  kiod;  infiviBiiig  ns  that  tfaej^pfy 
what  one  Ihall  reallj  be,  or  what  he  &all  ^pear  to  be. 
Bot  thefe  writen,  with  all  their  migbtjlearaiii^  haiebeca 
onl  J  laborioos  triikn.  Fneqoeiit]  j  as  it  oocms  to  oar  «• 
thor,  thej  have  never  ooce  attended  to  this  lirjitfiful  Sfftt 
of  fpeechy  bj  wluch  die  name  of  a  foa  is  ezpRflivc^  not 
of  what  he  is  himielf,  bat  of  what  his  Father  n.  For  all 
the  cramp  terms  io  Rhetoric,  there  is  not  ooe  far  dm.  It 
is  to  be  hoped  that  ooi  author,  when  next  he  has 
to  treat  of  this  figore,  will  £ivoar  ns  with  a  A\0!%nn^m^ 
fat  it,  that  henceforth,  for  die  benefit  of  poAeritj,  it  may 
be  infcrted  in  all  the  rhetorical  fjftems.  So  impoitant  t 
diicoTerj,  indeed,  de&rves  a  place  in  bis  own  LiBwra  en 
Oratory  and  Criticijm, 

But  it  happens  rather  unluckily  for  his  theory,  diat  the 
name  is  prefaced  with  this  declaration,  7be  goventmaufiedl 
be  upon  bisjboulder.  'NoWf  it  cannot  be  refufed  that  this 
refpe&the  Son,  who  is  mentioned  immecBjitelj  before,  and 
fignifics  that  he  is  to  bear  the  whole  weight  of  it.  There- 
fore, it  muft  be  very  flrange,  if  not  one  of  all  the  following 
characters  exprefles  what  this  Governor  himfelf  fhoold  be. 
H'ls  government  is  particularly  defcribed  in  the  next  verfe : 
and  is  there  not  a  fingle  word  concerning  his  Perfon  ?  It  n 
alfo  unfavourable  to  our  author,  that  one  of  thefe  names 
is  elfewhere  aflumed  by  the  Son.  For  it  has  been  proved, 
that  it  was  he  who  faid  to  Manoah,  IVby  ajkejl  tbou  tbui 

after 
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4jfiir  mymuni^fui^g  it  is  Wamderful^  JudAiii.  x8.  It  is  al- 
io certain  that  thefe  names  were  not  aftualljr  impofed  upon 
Jefus,  which  Or  P.'s  theory  neceflarilj  requires.  There* 
fore  thej  can  only  be  viewed  as  exprefEng  his  real  charac- 
ter. 

But  the  Dodor  is  armed  eap^-fie  againft  any  foch 
aqpiment.  '*  If  this  name,"  he  (ays,  **  be  fuppofed  to 
**  chara^erizc  Chrift  himfielf,  it  will  by  no  means  fa- 
"  vour  the  common  dodrine  of  the  Trinity."  We  have 
a  very  fiige  reafon,  indeed:-—'*  becaofe  it  will  "  make 
^'  him  to  be  the  Father,  or  the  firft  perfon,  and  not 
<*  the  Son,  or  the  fecond  perfon."  He  evidently  grants 
that  thefe  words  may  be  viewed  as  charaAerizing  Chrift, 
both  here,  and  afterwards  when  he  fliews  in  what  (enle 
they  will  apply  to  him.  But  the  very  i^ea  of  the  doe- 
trine  of  the  Trinity  puts  him  fo  much  off  his  guard, 
that  he  produces  an  objedion  which  firikes  as  diredly  a- 
gainft  his  own  application  of  the  paflage  to  our  Saviour, 
as  againft  ouxs.  *^  It  will  make  him  to  be  the  Father.'* 
If  ta^  why  ihould  Dr  P.  take  the  trouble  to  (hew  how 
thefe  words  will  apply  to  the  Son.  For  if  his  objedion  be 
juft,  they  cannot  apply  to  him  in  any  fenCe. 

But  what  is  the  foundation  of  this  weighty  objedion  ? 
Chrift  is  called  Tbe  Evirlafting  Faibir.  The  amount  of 
this  reafoning  is,  that  he  who  is  a  Son  in  one  refped,  cannot 
be  a  Father  in  any  other.  But  ftill^  the  char ader  will  ap- 
ply to  the  Son,  without  infringing  on  the  peculiar  property 
of  the  Father.  He  may  be  called  the  Faibit  ofEtermiiyf 
which  is  the  literal  tranllation,  as  being  the  Author  ofEier* 
nml  SetlveUumf  Heb.  v.  9.  in  the  iame  manner  as  it  is  laid. 
Hath  the  rain  a  father  t  Job  zxzviii.  28.  refpeding  its 
caafe  or  firit  principle.  Or,  he  may  be  thus  denomina* 
ted,  as  being  the^i^,  or  founder,  of  that  new  age  or  dif- 
pipfiition,  which  is  to  endure  as  long  as  the  fun  and  moon  ; 
the  fecond  Adam,  the  father  of  that  feed  V9h\c\ijhall  endure 
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ftr  fwr.  Tfaoi  ««  read  of  thi  t^triaftrng  i\mg4\]m  ^nr 
lord  amd  iavioar  Jtfmi  Chrijt^  2  PeC  Lit.  AoeofAag  id 
ritber  of  thefe  Tiewtp  this  charaAer  is  firicHjooflMBficdttl 
properlj  agrees  wM  Aac  inuBcdklely  added,  ife  Prima^ 
Fioee.  For  ^^r^  is  the  fum  of  our  ialTBdoa,  and  Ae 
prdieofire  Ueflfaig  df  the  M^Ui^  kHi|jdM  *• 

Bat  if  ifae  paflage  anil  ^  applied  ia  this  wa j,  «ar 
confoles  lumfelf  with  die  pkafiag  idea,  tint  it  fbd  be  y/vj 
Kttktodiehoiioiir<rf'hisMa!fter.  *'Befides/*liefitj«,*vfte- 
^  ever  powers  and  dignities  «re  to  be  poflcffed  bj  Ghtil,it 
"  b  fofficieotl  J  infiamted  in  this  place,  that  he  does  aat 
"  hold  them  imdtfindiia  and  mmdervttd;  finoe  he  hiiaftlf 
"and  aH  theUeflings  tfaathe  beftows,arefidd  tobe^nai^ 
"  th«t  is,  bj  God ;  and  at  the  oondofion  of  the  prnphecj, 
'*  in  the  next  verfe,  it  is  iaid^  that  the  ueat^  the  Lari^ 
^  Hofii  wtt  perform  thUr  Chrift  himUf  is  indeed  iUi  to 
be  pm9H.  As  Mediatoff  he  iK  the  gift  nfG^d.  Bat  he  h 
not  giv$n  by  the  Father  exdofively.  He  gane  kimj^fit 
m :  and  he  gives  himletf  to  us  in  the  GoTpel.  HVhatt 
moumfnl  abufe  is  it  of  this  unfpeahahk  gif^^  dience,  to  ibna 
fuch  humiliating  inferences  concerning  him  ! 

However,  thoogh  the  Son  himfelf  is  faid  to  he  ^iofn,  bov 
does  our  author  prove,  that  "  it  is  fufficiendy  intiniated 

in  this  place  that  whatever  powers  and  dignities  aie  poC- 

fefled  bj  him-^he  does  not  hc^d  them  independent  wtA  an- 
**  derived  f*  He  cannot  eftablifli  this  from  what  fcBhms, 
TThe  aeaif  ^Jc.  For  he  has  not  yet  proved.  That  the  Sob 
himfelf  is  not  the  Lord-of  Hofts,  To  confine'  this  dianfier 
to  the  Father,  is  to  beg  the  queftion  ;  a  fpedes  of /roe/ ve- 
ry common  with  Socinians.  Here  he  is  not  fupported  by 
the  ancient  Jews.  For  the  Chaldee  Paraphnft  renders  Ihb 
laft  expreflion,  This /bail  be  tkne  by  the  Word  of  the  Lard 
nf  Hfifts. 

Wan 

*  Viil.  Vitring.  in  loc 
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jlt4.  lOffr  fl^hor  ^.uft  giv«  it  .another  ,^kc,  z  Anifbhf^f 
illW,^«Hn?y^eiS«r  ftgf^  riJfeup  fis  a  ^iuiefs  agipft 
.)V0  *fjl^ip.»  •'*  I  ^W9^  ^i^o  ob£ery«/'  he  &js,  and  c^- 
•|$u|ilj  jjc  j^  -IHWt^j  of  qUerv^iopy  more  -than  any. thing 
rdiatfjM^g  Git^hfiye  twr4f\^tcry,^  Ivfore,  .*/  that^h;>t 
^'  P^o^^r^k  on  ]ii(h[iGh:tlije  greate(l  ftre&b^  been  laid, 
^*  «W>1^  ^!^^^  ^'^8^y  i^94  ^  Fathft  for  e^^,  cr 
^^k^^gjk^^GodUmy  father  far  (epitir**  '3iit.l)9!V  .will  this 
iijom^ond  jif i«h  wtiat;^ogis  ,to  he  our  author's .fin^oufite 
apBlU^on  qf  U>e  p%ffagc,-r7tpfthc  Rrtkcr  Jiimfetf  ?  The 
jibiQil^qgiiage  of  Aich  a-g^gnj^f  Jifterpi^i^tatlpfi^  .«>  Ii^,ttae 
*'3Jkfipliice  ipeap  aa7:^mgi  or  nothing  fit  a}l,  if  it.40jpoc 
.^  jmrt  my  fjlUniy  .pr  fyw^r  tfn  (cm^»  i/^ruif  of  f^ 
.M-3f9Jilir|r/'  Qiir  Author  doc^  not.gei^^y  troiiblch^mii;^ 
.with  miicifm*  jSlIt  ..^en  (le  happeiis  to  ftt^He  qq  th^ 
J^ejr,  jiifb»t  ft  |;l9na^s.^iI9pye^7,docs^be  .giire.9f  his  philplq- 
<iftlitli1wi|fc.i  iXwril^ttf!d^Q««ff4  ^ghffof9ts,  jour  ;Vitr|JV- 
.fflp  iMlJliqiy|b9»}iicverf(avmr^  the  worlflwith  finy^thipg 

il|is«,l^    9%fB  hmi9f»u  jd^.9fa^a^rMjr«^  hfif^ 

introduced,  feems  to  have  been  referred  for  hin. 

TI^.'lMlPi' J^^  haye  lfJ;uwred.much;to.iHKreft  this  paffiige 

.'jW^  frfilt®  }^fP^^^  iQ^Hri^l^n^ :  -but  they,  n^er  thought  of 
,lbistbVP7.'49vJGe.  'Tt^  IfBarqed  Putchmin,  .who  was  at 
fiMb,pai^;fP:a>fike  t^be  QM  jTei^aoient a 4ead  letter,  wifbly 
idM»gl»t.oCFCg4ingitbC;pr^c«ding  words,  fOfg^CounfiUQr  tf 
c^MrPiC^^  Gc^,;as  applif?^  to  J|e%di^\ah.  -But  he  had 
M^  ap^miiim.  enough,  tp  xf^tmj  thing  tplorafa^  of  thofe 
-dllit  fiiUnw.  'Tfhc  iCJhaMee  fflEU-apbraft  . was, fo;  ignorant  of 
irite-ofigiivd,  th^-bcireaderfr  ^is,e;^FPirtffipP«  7^^  Ood  ff 

'3vitik%MgJ^yX^Mf^mt,^  the  ApoAk  calls  it  (J^di. 

»«▼•  140.  ui  tbis -n^W ,  triMlAati^t  lies  wholly  in  the  prc^r 

flWiagtmeat  of  a^  iinaU  nuutcr,  indeed^  of  a  mere  JoiL   ^ 

Z2  thf 
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the  Hebreir  word  is  aU^  and  not  at,  our  sntfiorboUlTcai* 
eludes  tbat  it  fignifics  mj/athtr.  It  woidd  be  ^mjmg  •» 
fmall  a  compliment  to  the  leuned  writer,  to  Buyofe  IlK 
he  did  not  know,  that  thb  is  the  orfinarj  formof  Ae  woi^ 
when  It  occoTS,  as  hefc,  in  oonftroAien  wini  nBoAeTv  of 
which  there  are  many  inftanoes.  Therefore,  m  %  m  itif  Is 
dib  mode  of  interpretation,  infiead  of^  "  The  fame  ii  Cir 
^  father,*'  we  onght  to  read,  "  The  fiune  is  mj  hAmt  of 
^  the  children  of  Ammon  unto  this  day,*  Gen.  snL  3I. 
Thns  MoTes  muft  be  onderftood  as  frying,  Jabnl  *  wn  s^r 
■*  father  of  fiich  as  dwell  in  tents,"  and  Jobel  **  was  aif  fr- 
^  ther  of  all  fncb  ay  handle  the  harp,"*  Gen.  ir.  »e,  ai.  We 
will  alfo  have  **  Ksfli  my  father  of  SanI,'*  1  Snni.  iz.  3.  ffc 
(^r.  The  fubflantive  verb  i>,  in  our  anthorls  verfiootiscn- 
tirelj  a  fupplement  of  his  own.  His  view  k  totaBf 
nant  to  the  punfiuation.  Abi  has  a  dMereut  vowd 
when  it  fignifies  my  father.  The  aeeents  are  £retty»* 
gainft  it.  Though  thefe  flionid  be  eonfidered  aa  of  hiaai 
invention,  jet  in  the  prefent  cafe  they  prove,  at  lesA^  that 
the  Jews  have  never  dreamed  of  fuch  an  interpretalioB  as 
our  author's. 

He  fays  that  this  view  "  is  exaffly  agreeable  Co  many  de- 
**  darations  of  the  Scripture  concerning  Chrift,  and  hb 
*'  ufual  title  of  the  Son  of  God i  and  that  to  this  die  angelf 
"  in  his  falutatton  of  Mary,  might  probably  allude,  when 
**  he  faid,  Luke  i.  3a.  Hejballbe  greats  tmifiaUhttalUl 
*'  the  Son  of  the  Higbefi**  Mmaj  things  are  agreeable  to 
each  other,  which  are  not  exa£ify  fo.  When  thu  is  the 
cafe,  there  is  no  variation,  either  in  fubftance,  or  in  circnm^ 
ftances.  Where  language  is  thus  fpoken  of,  it  is  iuppofed 
that  there  is  no  diiFerence  even  in  terms.  One  wooht 
therefore  ezpeft,  after  our  author's  alTertion,  that  he  wonU 
produce  a  few  of  many  paflages  in  which  God  is  called  th§^ 
Mighty  God  the  Father  of  Chrift ^  or  his  Father  for  ever* 
I  Buc 
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But  if  die  kamcd  gentlcmin  diScover  a  £uiit  nCemblaiice, 
ivroimbli  to  his  purpofe,  with  him  it  is  coough  to  confli- 
ttte  m  #KflS  agreemimtm 

Even  f appofing  that  the.  aogel  alluded  to  this  pafliigci» 
infloid  of  ptoving  that  thefe  cities  do  not  belong  to  Chrift» 
it  woaU  affimi  a  llrong  pwfiunptioQ  that  thej  do.  For 
lAcB'be  fpeaks  of  htm  ua  tie  Sam  of  the  Hijgie/lf  it  is  oer- 
tainly  in  a  refpeA  di&rent  from  that  in  which  he  mentions 
DtmUm  tit  foAer.  I  ihall  00I7  add,  that  were  our  au- 
thor^ mode  of  eonftnifiion  admitted,  a  Trinitarian  might 
nrge,  with  fiilly  es  much  appearance  of  reafbn,  that  the 
name,  Mf  Father  far  i^er^  or  My  everlqfiiiig  Faibtr^  de* 
Mised  in  what  (eoie  God  is  the  Father  of  this  Son,  vi»*  by 
ifiTM/ generation. 

Indeed,  his  eternal  generation,  and  dierefoie  his  eflential 
nri^  with  the  Father,  was  eelebnted  by  the  ancient  Jews  88 
die  faondation'of  his  mediatory  tmft.  They  believed  that  it 
was  b^canie  the  Fadier  had  begaitiu  him,  chat  he  would 
^for  him  tie  ieatiemjbr  Us  imierkoMcet  aad  the  vtttrmoft. 
ends  rftbe  earth  for  his  foffeffion^  Fbl.  IL  7-,  8.  It  was  be- 
etaakVisk  gaimgs/orth  hsd  been^^tMsr  of  oU^  from  evertafiiag^ 
that  cbey  expeficd  chat  he  tbovlAtome/oreht  in  his  tempo- 
sal  incarnation,  to  he  RsJer  in  Ifraely  Mic.  v.  a. 

We  are  infiMrmed  by  our  author,  indeed,  that  diis  latter 
paflage  ^  may  be  underflood  concerning  the  promiies  of 
^  God,  in  which  the  coming  of  Chrift  was  fignified  to  man- 
^  kind  fipom  the  beginning  of  the  world  /'  and  that  ''  the 
^  Chaldee  Paraphraft  tenders  it,  V3he/e  Name  was  /oreioU 
^  ^ctd  *.**  Bnt  it  is  to  no  purpofe  to  tell  us  how  an  ez- 
preffion  may  he  underfiood,  while  no  regard  is  paid  to  the 
focffa  and  connexion,  or  to  the  ordinary  fienie  of  language ; 
asid  while  no  reaibns  are  given  in  fiippprt  of  the  interpre- 
tation.   A  lively  fancy,  when  thus  allowed  to  drive  on 

Z  3  with 
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with  look  reim,  may  mak^  ssy  thiny  even  of  ttr'  latf^ 
gcAige  of  iiifpirstiod.  TU  ifagenioAa-  Biflio^  of  AMMMte 
imagined  that  he  alone  bad  difcovered  the  ifsc^JBoamiyaft 
Ifib  ^r,  I.  ^h«jn  faii  fiM^rftood  tie  toAimgnd  |iTi(a:loJ|K 
pfoph^/  to  wnh  eoftcirMo^  MJkrJbataO^fhhmi^^^tiSt^ 
in^that  parentlal  ad;  over  whifck  the  H0I7  Sbriyiux^.M'ifil 
mmner  of  expreffion,'  ^fceii  driws  the  molieft  Teil  rflmoi 
phor*:  .        ^ 

Dr  P.  camnat  prodite'a  fiq^lnftanoe  of  the  Woal.J«h 
dercxt gtmgsjorih  f,  Ueifig  nfed  to  AenAe  did  woirko^GaA 
i«  ^rovfaifiogor  pfedifting  &tare  e  Vents.  Biit  itt  root  $  k 
ofttn  ofed  to  fignify  s  luAurai  birthy'  tr  d  .litotf  origiir 
Thu^  of  Gaflohini  it  ia  laid.  Out  tf^Bm  aum  PU^^ 
Gen.  X.  14.  Naked^  isLja  Job,  came  I  opt  ofng^  aMiirV 
iMib^  Job  i.  at.  Ur  this  £ni(e  it  is  4iied#  a  Khi.  jub  i8» 
qfeiy/omaatJidiitjrtie/hM^tieei6u:.JIi.  Wfaeif  mtetapbili- 
cally  iiftd  to  donote  fhe  proceffian  faf  words^  thtgob^Jirti 
ik  attribated  to  tbewbidt  thediCbhr^  apd  dot  to  the  prirfso 
i{>Mfcihg,  or  of  whom  ihtj  dre  fpckeii,  as  mdft  be  th€  cafe 
hM^y  according  to  oor  aU'dior's  view  {. 

But  we  need  go  no  fintBcr  thiii  the  danfe  imncidEobiy 
preceding^  whett  the  root  i$  iiftd  to  ex^refe  a  real  siatir 
vi^y ;  Out  of  tbu  ftktil  hi  tome  foHb,  It  is  nnnafiaral  10 
fuppofe  ihlt  the  fame  word,  radically  viewed^  is  nfed  v^ 
its  ordinary  feilfe  in  the  firft  cbndevand  in  another;  iowifldi 
it  no  where  cUe  occurs,  •in  the  fecood.  Befidesij  hj  thil 
intfcfprHatibn,  the  antitheiis  ertdendy  ftated  between  a 
temporal  and  an  Eternal  egreis,  is  loft, 

Dr  P.  nientionfe  the  fenfe  given  to  tbefe  wdfd^  in  tbfe 
Chaldee  paraphrafef  as  favom-aUe  to  his  view.  Bok  be 
has  no  daUh  to  thb  benefit  of  tt^  in  a  fingle  iaftancei  wbsn 

*  Drmonilnt.  £vu{bl.  Prop.  7.  icA.  15. 

t  .«»♦  ♦  niKinD 

II  See  alfo  2  Sam.  yiL  11.   1  Chron.  ii.  53.   Ifa.  zi.  I,  Ace. 
$  See  PfaL  Izzxiz.  34-   Jcr.  ivii.  i5.  zlW.  17. 
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tie  pays  fo  little  regard  to  its  geoemlteftimoDy  with  refpeQ 
to  the  Memra.  Howe ver»  though  he  is  willing  to  wreft  a 
Rreapoa  out  of  the  hand  of  an  adverlary,  it  is  to  hii  ow« 
burt.  For  the  words  of  the  paraphraCc  will  not  bear  his 
trmnflatioa*  They  do  not  fignifjr*  Wboft  namt  was  /ore^ 
toid  of  old;  but,  Wbofe  namt  is  fpokem  from  itemi^^  from 
the  days  ofibe  bidden  age  *•  In  thia  double  expreffion  re* 
fpeftiDg  eternity,  the  Paraphraft  indeed  retains  the  very 
words  of  the  original,  only  expreffing  them  in  the  Chaldee 
manner. 

Dr  P.'s  view  labours  under  various  in&nnouatable  dif- 
Scolties.  The  egreis  of  a  promiib  is  not  only  a  very  dif* 
Sereat  thing  from  that  of  a  perfoa ;  but  a  promile  made 
*  firom'the  beginning  of  the  world"  can  never  be  the  lame 
with  a  perfbn  gmug  forth  Jrom  eternity.  The  beginning  of 
the  world  has  always  been  confidered  by  Chriftians  as  the 
beginning  of  time.  But  though  before  this  there  was  no- 
thing Cave  eterflity,  time  and  eternity  are  two  things  as  dif- 
ferent as  the  mind  of  man  can  conceive.  Both  the  words 
tiere  u&d  denote  eternity.  That  rendered  from  of  oldff 
is  indeed  fometimes  u&d  to  denote  a  remote  ssra  within  die 
compals  of  time*  But  it  often  fignifies  eternity  in  the  moft 
proper  fienfe.  It  is  the  attribute  of  God  himfelf,  Deut. 
uwii»  17*  Tie  Eternal  God  is  thy  r^ge.  It  qiipreflcs  his 
exiftence  without  beginning:  He  that  abideth  ^  oldf  F&l. 
Iv.  19.  It  is  tlie  word  u&d  by  Habaickuk,  chap.  i.  la.  j/rt 
thoif  not  from  everlajiing  /  We  find  it  in  the  language  of  Wif- 
iom,  the  eternity  of  which  is  acknowledged  by  our  oppo- 
nentSp  though  they  refufe  its  peribnality  :  7he  Lordfojfeffed 
9W— B£Foa£  his  worbs  of  old.  The  priority  claimed  is 
evidently  that  of  eternal  exiftence.  For  it  immediately 
TqUows  ;  /  was  fet  up  from  everlajiing ^  Prov.  viii.  a  2,  23. 
[n  conformity  to  this,  the  language  of  Micah  may  be  ren- 

Z  4  dered, 
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dered,  Wbofe  jninjr  forth  Lav€  Seen,  fr^m  iie  Segiamtrnj^^ 
no:  "  of  the  world"  indeed,  but  that  begimixiig  mfizibcd  tD 
WifdoRi,  of  the  £une  date  with  eteraitr,  0  tlie  tenns  are  fy- 
nfmjmoas  \  I  was  ftt  up  fr*im  ZTzm'LASTntGf/rom  iit  il- 
CIVK I VG,  or  ever  the  earth  was.  The  odier  wocd  *  imdefrf 
/rom  everhfiing^  is  deriTed  firom  a  revb  which  fignifies  ft 
bide^  as  efpeciaDj  denoting  duration  of  a  hidden  and  imkBoim 
kind.  Though  ufed,  in  varioos  places,  in  a  fimited  fade,  it 
mod  frequentlj  fignifies  abfohxte  eternity.  It  is  tbe  fliuugJt 
expreffion  employed  in  Icriptnre  to  denote  the  eternity  flf 
God  him&l^  PCd.  zc.  3.  If  we  can  ever  be  certain  dnt  it 
is  nfed  in  this  fenfe,  we  mufl  be  fo,  when  it  is  joined,  as  is 
the  pafTage  under  confideration,  with  anodier  word  of  Ae 
lame  meaning.  Thus  it  occurs  in  the  pface  aheady  qnoced, 
Prov.  viii.  22,  23.  with  refpeft  to  the  fenfe  of  which,  «' 
denoting  eternity,  there  is  no  difpute.  There  it  is  connec- 
ted with  O^b-  Becaufe  days  are  here  joined  widi  etermij^ 
it  b  no  prefumption  that  we  are  to  nnderftand  die  hngoaga 
of  time.  For  the  fame  mode  of  fpeech  is  ufed  by  WilHom, 
in  the  place  referred  to ;  /  'vjas  day  hy  day  his  delight. 

But  Khhoitgh  the  proof  arifing  from  the  words  themfelvcs 
were  lefj  ftriking,  there  would  be  fufficient  .  from 

the  context,  that  the  perfon  defcribed  had  an  esdftenc  prior 
to  hw  nativity  in  Bethlehem.  In  the  next  words,  he  is 
pointed  out  as  the  Judge  and  Ruler  of  God's  people  at  the 
very  time  that  this  prophecy  was  delivered.  For  a  judicial 
aft  v\  afcribed  to  him  :  He  will  give  them  up^  ver.  3.  The 
pronoun  relates  to  him  only,  who  is  before  denomiated  the 
Judge  of  Ifrael,  who  was  to  be  fmitten  with  a  rod  upon  the 
fheek^  ver.  i.  and  the  Ruler  in  Ifrael^  ver.  a ;  and  who  is 
rncntioned,  in  the  following  part  of  this  verfc,  in  relatioa 

to 

«  Q  7*iy  '>litm.  This  would  feem  to  be  the  origin  of  the  Latin  9&m\ 
r-^pi'Ciully  4s  this  refcinbles  the  Hebrew  W3:d  in  denoting,  both  the  paS, 
«  A  the  fatur?. 
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to  bis  brHhnn*  Tbej  were  to  be  given  mp  to  adrerfity, 
tittji^  wbo  travaiUdirot^ii  f^rtb^  tbit  is,  tiU  tke  Meffiah 
fltaold  come  fartb  om  of  BcthlAcm-E^uatih.  The  fiitii- 
rity  of  this  great  erent  is  mentiQiied  as  the  very  xeafim  of 
the  coadnDBiice  of  their  cakonity :  nerejm  will  be  give 
them  up  till.  See.  For  God,  wooU  have  his  dnuch  to  look 
fiorwaid  to  the  incamatian  of  a  Divine  Peribn  as  the  Coun- 
dation  of  her  hope ;  and  to  learn  by  experience  what  (he 
had  fe  kng  refilled  to  learn  by  precept,  that  all  her  tem- 
poral deliverances,  amidft*  de&rved  wrath,  were  only  for 
the  lake  of  Immanvelf  had  an  immediare  refpeft  to  his 
coining,  and  prefigured  that  fpiritoal  fidvation  which  he 
alone  conld  give. 

Thos,  it  was  revealed  to  the  Jewifli  church,  that  he  who 
was  then  her  y^dge  ihoald,  as  a  KinfmanrRedeemcr,  join  tbe 
remmmi  1^  bis  bretbrettt  even  of  the  Gentile  nations,  to  tbe 
cbildren  of  I/raelf  ver.  4.  that  he  ihould  appear  to  them  as 
a  Divine  ShefAerd,  who  ihould  ^ami  and  feed  tbem  im  tbe 
Jlrevgtb  of  tbe  Lordf  ami  im  tbe  maj^j  of  tbe  Name  of  tbe 
Lord  bis  Gody  ver.  5.  as  poffefled  of  the  eflential  dignity  of 
the  divine  nature ;  and  that  it  was  this  illuftrious  Perfon, 
wbofe  goimgs  fwrtb  bad  been  from  of  oldt  from  everlafiing^ 
who  ihould  give  them  reconciliation  with  God,  and  deli- 
vennoe  from  all  advcrfity.  For  it  is  added,  ver.  6.  And  tbis 
Jball  be  tbe  peaee^  wben  tbe  Ajyriausjball  come  into  our  land. 

In  what  lenie  we  are  to  nnderfiand  this  charafier,  ap- 
pears from  the  teilimony  of  God  the  Father :  7bis  is  mj 
beloved  Son^  in  wbom  I  am  well  pleafed^  Matt.  iii.  17.  Our 
author  will  not  pretend  that  Chrift  is  called  tbe  Son  of  God^ 
becanie  of  his  miraculous  conception.  With  as  little  pro- 
priety can  it  be  laid,  that  he  receives  this  name  becauie  of 
the  per&dion  of  his  obedience.  For  though  his  life  was 
hitherto  Uameleis,  he  was  only  entering  on  his  proper  trial, 

paiBng 
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pafflag  faox  t  life  of  fetkraumft  to  hu  piiblic  miinfltyi  cn« 
gagi^f  in  ^uioos  oniBidi  with  tettpOrtiQnt  A«d  espoim 
himfelf  tk>  die  mal|ce  oi  liifc  worid.  It  Iwi  not  yet  ip- 
ptsmd  tove  lie  woold  oaadoft  Inmielf  in  fiicli  tcying  or- 
cvnftaaeeftr  k  v,  therefere,  eniifel^  prepofloroiM  to  fiw^ 
that  he  fliodid  xecdve  dufl^dififligoiflifaigobanfier,  befiMckt 
had  proved  bis  tide  to  h.  Aecarimg  to  due  view^k  oi^ 
tofhtveUsenfTliiwWbemjfkAwdSom^Sfim.  Thewryfiv 
nuMioii  of  the  hmgaage  imphee  that  be  ia  a  Soa«  ahflfOly 
from  die  idea  of  the  Fadier's  hive.  Lkerall j k  ia»  IZtriii 
timi  my  Svt^  that  Bekmei.  If  we  confider  the  firft  e^icj^ 
fion  a$  laerely  fignifyhig  God*a  pecnUn-  hire  to  hiiBy  ok* 
diifive  of  the  idea  of  a  proper  fonflup,  we  dwrgc  the  Dip 
vine  Speaker  with  an  unmeaning  tautdogy. 

It  has  been  feen,  diat  thk  charadsr  u  not  eqmvalant  lo 
that  of  Mr  Cbrijl ;  and  the  fiune  will  move  fully  appear  m 
the  eoorie  of  diis  in^iy. 

When  this  teftimony  was  repeated  at  die  tfinsfigaradaBt 
it  was  with  this  important  addition ;  Hfor  yt  him^  Matt, 
xvtii  5.  It  cannot  be  fappofed  as  the  defign  of  the  Divine 
Speaker,  that  Jefus  fliould  only  have  the  fame  honour  that 
his  people  had  given  to  former  meflengers.  For  the  Son  ii 
here  oppofed  to  all  who  had  gone  before  him ;  who  are  le- 
prefented  in  their  diflferent  charaden,  by  the  two  illuflzioDS 
perfons  prefent.  Theie  words  are,  indeed,  die  Fadier's  re- 
ply to  the  foolifh  propofal  of  the  bewildered  difciples»  of 
making  three  tabernacles,  and  dins  giving  the  £une  honoiir 
to  Mofes  and  Elias,  as  to  Jefus.  But  they  are  commanded 
to  bear  bim^  as  greater  than  Mofcs,  the  inlfaumental  giver 
of  the  law,  and  as  greater  than  £lias,  who  was  called  the 
reftorer  of  it.  Nor  is  the  argument,  cnfiorcing  this  oofli- 
mand,  taken  from  the  fuperiority  of  his  dodrine  and  dif* 
peniation  \  but  &o.<*  the  fiiperior  dignity  of  the  Perfon, « 
being  the  Son  of  God  cffentiaily  conSdered.    The  very 

word 
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word  ufed  :tQ  ?pcpFd&  the  oomnaady  cpnfinas  this  view* 
For  it-  ofta>  ooeoi^  in  fisriptare,  as  dtaotiag  th«  whde  o£ 
that  htfBUi^  WQ  owcr  to  GW|  with  rcf|M&  (•  thv  revdatioA 
he  Mch  givfttf  uiB  I  Obfirve  amd  bmr  all  tbejs  uwrdi  wUci  I 
s^mmmd  tbiCr  Deuu  xii^  aS.    '>^  /i(#  /«o^^  find  un$a  y^^ 

JtuAf  IHi  LotJ^Ut  ^od  vrill  w§  j0rv$^  atad  hii  vow  tuillwi 
ob^g  Uterally,  ^MTf  J0&4  xxiv.  24*  If  yevaiUnot  bearr^Q 

gkk'^(wyHnfl^ifuM0fluiiUl0fmfiimdacwrf^up<MyQU^'^2L 
iLa^.  HitbtU  is  tf  Gtdi  bmretb  CWj  Viordh  Juh«  vili.  47. 

HAw  thk  language  was  uad^rflood  by  holy  AAgcJs, 
jiffpears  frdm  the  addrefa  of  Gabriel  to  the  Virgia.  7^ 
Hofy  GhjftJbmU  cwnt  up^  tbtt^  a§ad  tbi  ^w6r  %ftb4  Higbtfi 
JbaM  mnrjbmdo^k  tbte ;  tbir^to-i  alfo  ibtU  Holy  7bi^g  wbici 
fhM  ba  b^Tfl  of  thft  Jball  b§  calkd  tbe  Son  of  God,  Luka 
>#  ij.  Sockiians  have  gentrally  explained  thefic  words  as 
Hgnifying,  that  Jdfus  is  thd  Son  of  Ood^  becaub  of  his  mU 
iMukNift  cQXMf^ptioD.  Biit  k  is  not  iaid«  that  thercfon  he 
fliall  bcf  but  only  that  he  ihall  b«  ^alkd^  the  Son  of  God* 
Nor  IS  he  fd  cailedt  as  if  he  derived  his  Ibnihip  from  his 
miraculous  edAceptioAy  but  becaiiie  tlus  Was  a  ^orious  man* 
nlfefietibB  of  itb  That  this  is  iht  fenfe,  is  evident  from  the 
eonnejdonb  As  theie  words  are  an  anfwer  tp  Mary's  que- 
ftion%  Htnv  fball  Ibis  bcf  feting  I  know  noi  a  man  /  the  An- 
gel ondoubcedly  alludes  to  the  prophecy  of  I£uah ;  JBeboldf 
a  Vir^H  fbM  coaeeive^  and  bear  ^  Som^  amdJbaU  call  bis 
Nairn  ImUkmktly  chap«  vii.  14.  He  informs  Mary,  thaS 
this  fign  ifaeuld  be  fulfilled  in  her.  "  Therrfore."  he  lays, 
**  by  this  extraordinary  circiinlflaacei  it  (hill  be  clearly 
*'  manifefted  thitt  he«  who  Ihall  be  bom  of  thfte,  is  indeed 
<'  the  Son  of  God,  who  has  been  &  long  promifed  to  his 
*^  Church  ia  tbb  eharaAer  of  a  DMne  Saviour  *•**    Per- 


•  Vtd.  HMsbiKk  a^iUh  Confettt.  Vel.  ii.  p.  ST,  3««  BiarfilU  net. 
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Saoi  and  dimgi  an,  in  fciipaire,freqiient]j  bid  to  be  cidSWbf 
any  particular  defignadoo,  ^vlien  it  is  fimply  meant,  Am  il 
fliall  undonbcedly  appear  that  they  reafly  orr  y/AaSL  Ae  di- 
fignadoB imports  Thnittiafiudt  Hk itat it kfiim  Zim 
fbaUhtcalUd  bofyi  thatis,  he  fliall  evidendy  appev  te  ir 
£01^.  For  thia  u  to  be  aooompHflied,  Whtm  the  lurAJmH 
boot  wafbed  €Kway  tkifiib  fif  tie  dmmgbier  ef  Zimi^  I&.  iv. 
j,4.  BotwenecdironofiBtfdierdiantheprapliecjteirfnEk 
the  Angel  refien.  There  it  is  liud,nee>eaftMffAtf /Aw 
ImmamutL  Now,  the  meaning  plainly  is,  diat  he,  tkoi 
mincnloafly  conceiTed,  fliall  appear  to  be  God  vM  wk 
For  Mary  did  not  give  Una  diis  name,  nor  did  he  odi- 
narily  receive  it  from  ethers.  His  miracidooa  coacepOHB 
was  the  primary  evidence  of  his  bdng  God  kaitifbbt  m 
ihejk/bf  I  Tim.  iii.  x6.  It  may  be  fimber  ofalierved.  Ait 
that  the  particle  810,  rendered  thtr^ort.  does  not  Beoefladl]r 
point  oat  the  canie  of  Chrift's  filiation.  For  according  ti 
its  firequent  fignification,  it  fimply  denotes  the  oot^ofomti 
of  his  miraculous  conception* 

It  is  remarkable,  that  the  angel  fpeaks  of  that  which 
fliould  be  bom  of  the  Virgin,  as  a  Holy  ning.  This  is 
not  the  language  ordinarily  ufed  to  denote  a  perfon.  It 
evidently  expreflts  his  convidion  that  Mary  ihould  be  the 
mother  of  Jefus,  only  according  to  the  fte/b  or  human  na- 
ture, which  had  no  fubfidence  by  itfelf.  Language  of  the 
fame  kind  is  employed  by  the  angel  who  appeared  to  Jo- 
feph  :  That  which  is  conceived  of  her  is  of  the  Holy  Gho^% 
Matt-  i.  30.  When  Gabriel  fays  that  even^  or  alfo  that 
Holy  T.bing  fliould  be  called  the  Son  of  Gods  he  deckre? 
that,  in  confequence  of  its  perlbnal  imion  to  the  divine  na- 
ture, it  fliould  be  evident  that  this  name  belonged  to  the 
whole  Perfon  of  the  Mediator.  But  the  language  at  the 
"fame  time  clearly  imports,  that  this  name  fliould  by  no 
be  wholly  engrofled  by  the  human  nature. 

The 


The  angd  imdaalitedlj  knew  that,  in  this  infiance,  tbat 
irludi  was  to  be  bom  cfm  wonum  Ihoiild  be  eleam  *,  becanfe 
sf  die  eflenrial  parity  of  tbe  Perfim  to  which  it  was  to  be 
snited.  We  may  be  aflined*  indeed,  that  he  who  was  m 
aU  ihmgt  made  like  mttf  Us  bntbren^  fin  excepted,  wadU 
have  been  affimibted  to  diem  in  tefpeft  of  his  conception^ 
bad  not  his  infinite  hdinels  predaded  the  poffibiKty  of  his 
hgcnmtng  lilerally  tbe  Som  of  mam.  For  thus  he  moft  have 
Bora  the  image  of  the  earthy. 

Aooeiding  to  the  judgment  of  many  intcipaeicis,  bodi 
liicieBt  and  modem,  by  the  pofwer  rf  the  Highefi  ooerjbo' 
iowiag  die  virgin,  we  are  to  undeiftand  the  iecond  Pcrlbn 
of  die  adorabk  Trinity  as,  by  his  own  agency,  taUmgpart 
Q^onrnatufef.  If  this  be  the  cafe,  the  angel  gives  the 
moft  fiitisfying  leafon  why  «aAt  this  nature  ihonld  not  be 
ftadndied  from  die  honour  of  the  name  under  confideradon, 
■Uioogh  properly  beknging  only  to  die  Divine.  For  in 
Donfisquence  of  this  ineflbUe  aflnmpdon,  they  are  indiflbhir 
Uy  nnited  in  one  perfbn.  It  deCerves  our  attendon,  that, 
ddiangh  the  infiuences  of  die  Spirit  are  fometimes  denomi- 
Bated  power  Xt  this  term  is  not  uftd  any  where  elie  as  a 
perfonal  defignadoo  of  the  Spirit  himfelf.  But  as  the  iecond 
PeriSan  iieems,  in  die  Old  Teflament,  to  be  defigned  the  arm 
^  the  hari^  Ifiu  IL  9.  Uii.  i.  which  isa  fynonymons  phxafis ; 
m  the  New,  he  is  expre&ly  (aid  to  be  /£#  fovoer  of  GoJU 
I  Cor.  i.  14. 

C    H   A    P.      II. 
Of  the  7efiimoay  rf  Devib^  aad  rf  the  Emmiet  rf  Chrijt. 

m. 

T  T  may  not  be  improper  to  inquire,  in  what  fienle  dus 
^   dgfignation  was  undexflood  by  fallen  angels.    Satan  * 


«  Job  XT.  14.  xsT.  4.     t  Vid.  Wolfii  Cur.  in  loc.     %  Luke  snr.  4f . 
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Asms  «D  ^m^ismi^V^M«»^¥m»fm^^  IMs^lMii- 
itbe  lobwi  -that  )eto  bp4io«Msf<aimA«r.  Eqr  ^^i&^PMV 
4b  :Dra6  M»«fti  tv.  j(.  !SmirQdf  had  itot  v«i^ 

irmd^  -war.  ^  73ir ilrinpfi«r  wdund^  lAM^mitfPd  ^itw  ili- 
fignatioa  as  imply&ig  creating  ppiV¥^  ^ol^  ^M^F  iff'-iV 

in  .die  msooar  of  lOj^Fasmii  bj-^^meiiB  *ifr^  ff  jcnpimiif 
Wfastcver  Spottliaw  rdfli  SMffi  U»n^  }o  W^e  iljpitarftwj 
this  data£toc9  iv  tdciratiog  ^aXxthp£«f£ni.Sp*lfr|k«imit  l|i- 
donged  jm  dial  W^aJ  J^HovAa,  i«bo j$Mfa^  mdA^'m$ 

Allrthe  judidBl  poMrer  aftdbedito  £bryi  is  codBttmittf 
^SooiriianB  as  ithe  ifruit  of  fak  .ofafsdicDoey  md  «b  «Qnftlllll^ 
-after  :hiB  mo^  was  ifimfliad.  flat  rthe  .•detib  dteioftlw 
.knew  that,  even  in  the  dajs  of  his  httmiUfttiofiy  .-he  Ml 
power  to  torment  them.  The  idea  .of  .this  rpow^  rlbigr 
-connc^'i  iwith  his  Scofiiip.  Therefiove  Legion  fiudi  Wkt^ 
^iave  tv€  to  do^with  ibet^  J^fi*'*  ^bou  Son^qftGodf  At^ih^ 
<x)me  bitber  to  tormint  us  before  tbe*time  f  Matt.  .^iiL.99- 
This  multitude  of  iinoleanfpirits  -aakxipwledged  YmjAfolt^ 
juithotitj  ov«r  them  and  all  creatun^s.  ^b^  lmfomghim% 
tbat  be  would  not  command  tbem  to  go  out  mio  tbe.dtep. 
7bey  be/ought  bim,  tbat  be  would  fuffer  tbem  to  enter  into  tbe 
fwine^vkx,  viii.  3 1 ,  32.  In  this  gofp^th^are  made  to  addreis 
him  as  Son  of  God  mofl  Higb  ;  and  they  evidently  confidexed 
bim  88  heir  .of.  all  his.  Maje(\y  and  .Fovver.  It-  was  .l|ecaii(e«  he 
wtb  Lord  of  the  whole  earth,  that  he  had  a  right  to  deprive 
ibe  GadareneB  of  .their  propertj;,iinigra&ting>  die  ro^iitftpf 
tfafl'hellilh  legion. 

<Elie  devils  were  at  times  fo  overwhelmed  with  a  fenTe 
.a  eC 


rf  fan  mugcftj.  ti  pra&iodlj  to  fliew  Aatthey  ndcMed 
nioft  m  Son  cntillod  to  tbe  lane  lMima|p  -with  Ui  Fatker. 
For  mmdeamjfirits^  ^bmihg^faw  Mm^fMdmom  -h^rt  Am», 
Hir  Md;.^!^*  Slbs  oHtUSmtfCeJU  S&dLiii.  u. 
i¥c-ftie  mfiKiDcdi  lo  the  fame  Go^id*  Ifad  Lq^^ 
6w  ^(s^.  <4^r  ^'  rwi  oW  woijkif^ptd  bim^.  ^h«p«  v.  (. 
Z^y  •adkBD«kdge4  htm  to  he  a  S«i  of  4he  bxuc.  aadfle 
Mh  liift  Ctehor.  TheiofaK*  th^  oddisSed  kirn  a  ^ 
BU|p  A^y  God^  Ifvk  L  04.  Xodosiv.  34.  When  ihqr 
QftH  kim  tfif  Ao{)r  Ooc,  dief  ackaiowJedgc  Iwo  4o  .he  h- 
premelf  «>d  eflenieUj  holji  m  oppofoA  ^  idl  -creaenct : 
Eor  thw  die  oiTentuil  hoUnoGiof  Ae  Oktviae  N«tine  ift'oftoi 
wyiirflM  «i  dwOId  Tcflaraeat.  Whenlkey  ciU.hiai  itt 
B§ijff  Oa0^  G^tf  thej-ufe  hi  cifseffioa  of 'the  fattcim- 
povt  wkh  the  «lAr  Am  of  Codi  denocng  «ar  iSoviour's  k- 
lobOAlo  the  fiift  Pec&moihisiEiAieSyOJDektiaKof  ib;pe- 
oiKor  a  Jua4  d^t  it  net  QB]|r  ^rrinieg  evny  mother  Asom 
■qr  dnm  to  patsnerflupi  hut  implias  die  pefleflkmof  idl 
dMt  iKJlinds  vhkb  is  oflefttnl  ID  die  fmhcE. 

Theie  proofs  may  be  of  uliie  to  othexs.  But  thejr  nroft  be 
kft  SK^thob  who  see  Qgofimiri  inourrnvdmr^  feidments. 
fitf  lie  ddniM  diateur  SevBonr  vmsaeoUjiemptedbjilie 
DcwiL;  ond  agmn  wkh  .iMie  modeni  iafideb,  in  eilcrtiag 
that  the  Bemonioos  were  aieroLy  Iwndcs  *. .  Adl  this  is 
■MOintefieiAiede  die -wesU,  lb$titlmiomaiierMj^itlmor 


The  Enrmies  of  JciiiB  luader&ood  his  cUmiof  Sonfli^ 

ia  -fiioh  o  Ceafe,  as  <m  this  grooad  to  accnfe  inn  loF  hkT- 

phemy.    It  was  iby  no  means  dieir  idesi  that  jb^'fimpky' 

saUing  GodMr^oAfar,  •r  lamfelf  tfAn.&a^  Goi^dbe  wa.^ 

gniky 4>f 'Chiscrime.    For  die  ^waarn^jaisddiishaiioDr 

LoAcsaUvcs  iipoavorjiUgbttgKnHids.:  H''e  he  ^dt  hmatmf 

fornication:. 
*  XoftUates  vol.  ii.  p.  43I 
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They  knew  Aax  to  tbem  idom^  tie  aitfimm.  Bgi*^ 
were  convinoed  diat  Jefis  rfaimed  this  hoDoar,  iaUa 
faifeasneceflarilyborediithe  wiieqiialwidi  God.  Ad 
it  was  from  the  connrxion  of  his  difiDomiet  that  tfaqrloB- 
cd  his  peculiar  meaning,  Thcj  perfecnted,  and  fan^  » 
flaj  him,  becaufe  he  had  healed  a  man  oa  the  fiAfaAdqr. 
John  V.  i6.  But  his  vindication  pfOToked  dicna  a  gm 
deal  more  than  the  afiion  itfelf.  Jefiu  amfioertd  ftos,  Mj 
Faibir  Vforiitt  hitherto^  and  I  wsrip  ver.  17.  Dr  P. 
views,  or  pretends  to  view,  diefie  words  as  an  cxcnib  fir 
healing  on  the  labbath:  ^  Bjway  of  apologj,  he  ftjs,  Mf 
**  Faiberworigibbkberio^  diat  is,  in  the  conrfe  ofhis  pMvi- 
**  denoe  on  the  fiU>badi,  as  well  as  on  other  daya ;  ami  I  wah 
^  that  b,  on  the  (abbatlKdaj  aUb.  Upon  tfab  the  Fhaiifai 
''are  more  enraged,  becamfe  be  emiled GodUr Faiber,ad 
**  becamfe  be  made  bimfdf  (not  epal  uaib  Gad^  as  we  reader 
**  it,  but)  Uke  umio  Godf  affumiag  b  mndi  of  his  prenfi- 
^  tive,  as  to  claim  the  privilege  of  working  on  the  labbtfh- 
"  day  V" 

This  cannot  with  any  propriety  be  called  an  afol^gj* 
For  it  was  an  expred  vindication.  But  it  could  be  neither, 
nnle&  Jefns  ufed  the  word  biiberio  as  applying  to  his  own 
work,  in  the  fame  feofe  as  to  the  Father's.  God's  workisg 
on  the  Sabbath  could  be  no  reafon  why  a  mere  man  (hooU 
do  fo.  Far  leis  could  fuch  a  reafoa  be  given  by  our  S^ 
viour«  God's  continuing  thus  to  work  could  proi'e  u 
little ;  unlefe  Jefus  meant  that  hb  work  was  coeval  with 
the  Father's,  as  being  the  very  fame.  Our  Lord's  argu- 
ment evidently  confifts  in  this,  that  he  had  the  fame  right 
to  work  on  the  Sabbath,  as  the  Father,  becaufe  he  was  ^ 
qually  a  divine  Perfon ;  which  appeared  from  the  &niciie& 
of  the  date  and  duration  of  hb  operation.  The  whole  force 

of 

*  Famil.  IIIuAr.  p.  :4, 


Chap.  n.  and ^  the  EmemUs  rf Cirifi.  '369 


of  the  argament  Ues  in  the  equality  oF  the  perfons.  With- 
out tbb,  it  hath  none.  The  Jews  jnflly  iinderftood  Jefus  as 
declaring  that,  though  the  Father  had  relied  on  the  Sabbath 
Eron  his  work  of  creation,  he  hkbtrto^  evim  umtil  ifow,  or  to 
fiis  ionTf  as  the  ezpreffion  is  elfewhere  rendered*  (x  John 
iL  9.  I  Cof.  Tiii.  7.)  on  the  Sabbath,  as  well  as  on  other 
daja,  carried  on  his  work  of  providence,  in  the  prelerva- 
tion  of  his  creatures ;  and  aUb,  that  he  wrought  in  conjunc- 
tion widi  the  Father  \  and  had  done  fo  UthertOf  from  the 
foundation  of  the  world. 

The  DoAor  endeavours  to  draw  off  the  attention  of  the 
reader  from  the  true  nature  of  our  Saviour's  claim,  and 
from  the  true  reafon  of  the  rage  of  the  Pharilees.  He  re- 
duces the  former  to  a  claim  of  mere  refemblance ;  and  he 
divides  the  latter  into  two  diSinft  reafons.  ''  The  Fhari- 
^  lees  were  more  enraged,"  he  fays,  *'  beeaufe  he  called 
^  God  his  .Father,  and  hecaufe  he  made  himCelf  likt  unto 
^  GodL"  There  is  a  ftroke  of  Socinian  frieficraji  here. 
rhe  learned  gentleman  muft  know,  that  the  Evangelift 
pves  both  thele  reafons  as  one  :  Therefore  the  Jews  fought 
the  more  to  kill  him^  hecaufe  he  not  only  had  hrokem  the  fah- 
iathf  hut  fold  alfo  that  God  was  his  Father^  making  him/elf 
fgueJ  with  Godf  ver.  18.  The  laft  words  may  be  viewed 
IS  their  inference  from  what  Jeftis  had  fidd,  as  exprefled  in 
thole  immediately  preceding.  But  to  make  a  diftind  rea- 
ba  of  them,  iavours  too  much  of  the  cunning  crqfiinefs  of 
thole  who  lie  in  wait  to  deceive*  However,  our  author 
wiflies  in  this  manner  to  avert  the  force  of  Chrift's  calling 
Grod  his  Fadier,  in  that  lenle  in  which,  according  to  the 
lutural  connexion  of  the  words,  the  Jews  evidently  under- 
stood his  language  \  and  to  make  way  for  his  new  verfion 
of  the  word  i^w.  He  vdflies  it  to  appear,  that  Chrift's 
Balling  God  his  Father,  was  not  at  all  the  reafon  of  their 
tODcluding  that  h^  claimed  even  ib  much  as  likenefs  to  him ; 

Vol.  I.  .         fL%  but 
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but  that  this  was  whoUj  founded  on  theie  words,  I  work 
But  if  his  claim  of  Sonfhip  fuggefted  no  idea  cidicrof 
equality,  or  of  re&mblance,  how  is  it  mentioned  as  in  snj 
refpcA  a  reafon  of  their  rage  ?  The  Dodor,  in  hb  czphaa- 
tion,  wifelj  pafles  over  this  reafon.  He  aKo  dilcovets  gmt 
addreis  in  dividing  the  true  reafon.  For  as  the  EvangcEft 
has  left  it,  our  author's  new  tranflation  of  i^m  mnft  have 
appeared  verj  aukwardlj :  **  The  Jews  fought,  C/r.  be- 
**  caufe  he — faid  alfo  that  God  was  hb  Father,  makbg 
"  himfelf  lih  imto  God." 

But  truth  needs  none  of  thefe  arts.  The  reafon  whj 
the  Jews  fought  the  more  to  kill  him,  as  pven  bj  John,  a 
fimply  this  y  becaufe  bt  ftdd  thai  God  was  bis  own  Fqithtr^ 
maiing  bimftlf  equal  with  God.  The  thing  that  increaicd 
the  rage  of  hb  enemies,  was  the  manner  in  which  he 
claimed  thb  relation.  For  he  did  not  merely  call  God  ha 
Father,  or  abftraAly  fpeak  of  hb  own  work  \  but  he  ^loke 
of  hb  relation  to  God  in  fuch  terms,  and  in  £0  intimate  a  cod- 
nexion  with  hb  work,  as  clearly  to  fliew  that  he  wiihed  it 
to  be  confidered  as  the  lame  with  God's,  and  that  he  called 
God  \vS proper  Father  *. 

Had  the  Jews  underftood  our  Saviour  as  meaning  that 
God  was  his  Father  merely  in  a  metaphorical  fenfe,  thej 
would  not  have  quarrelled  with  him.  For  they  ailefted 
the  fame  concerning  themfelves.  But  it  b  the  very  hinge 
of  the  accufatidn,  that  he  called  God  hb  proper  Father. 
This  is  fo  well  known  to  be  the  native  force  of  the  woni 
iJiOf,  thr.t  it  fcarcely  requires  particular  illuftration.  This 
term  is  ufed  more  generally  to  denote  property  of  any 
kind,  as  when  it  b  faid,  John  i.  11.  He  came  io  bis  own^ 
and  bit  own  received  bim  not.  But  more  ftrifUy,  it  fignifies 
the  clofeft  degree  of  relation.  Thus  it  intimates  that  Si- 
mon was  the  brother-gcrman  of  Andrew,  John  L  41.  He 
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firjl  fmdiib  bis  own  brother  Simon.  Evety  one  is  com- 
manded to  have  bis  own  wife,  i  Cor.  vii.  a  *.  But  nei' 
ther  could  our  Lord  call  God  his  proper  Father,  nor  could 
the  Jews  underflsmd  his  words  in  this  fenfe,  unlefi  he  meant 
that  God  was  his  natural  Father.  Socinians  have  never 
been  ahle  to  produce  a  fingle  inftance  of  one  hcing  called 
the  proper  fiuher  of  another,  but  as  implying  this  idea- 
Till  our  author  prove  that  proper  and  improper,  literal  and 
metaphorical,  are  the  fame,  he  cannot  {hew  that  this  term^ 
exprefilj  ufed  for  the  fake  of  diflindion,  denotes  a  relation 
of  that  very  kind  which  it  is  meant  to  exclude.  But  as 
he  who  is  a  proper  Son,  is  begotten  of  his  Father ;  Jefus, 
being  the  proper  Son  of  God,  muft  of  neceffitj  be  £b  be** 
gotten.  This  being  the  meaning  of  the  word  tiio9f  the  ridi- 
cnlonfhels  of  our  author's  fubterfuge  appears  at  firft  view ; 
He  **  laid  alfo  that  God  was  bis  proper  Father,  making 
^  himf^lf  Hie  unto  God." 

That  the  Jews  underftood  our  Lord  as  claiming  a  natural 
relation,  farther  appears  from  their  inference  from  his 
words.  They  could  never  conceive  that  he  made  himielf 
egggal  witb  God^  by  calling  himfelf  his  Son  metaphorically^ 
or  by  aflerdng  that  as  God  had  continued  in  his  work  of 
providence  from  the  beginning  of  the  world,  he  had  been 
fiill  engaged  in  a  work  of  a  difierent  kind,  bom  the  be- 
ginning  of  his  miniftry.  The  ancient  difeiples  of  Socinus 
granted  that  10^7  fignified  equality;  pretending  that  the 
Jews  miiimderftood  our  Saviour's  meaning.  Their  fiic- 
ceflbrs,  however,  are  become  Co  much  better  acquainted 
with  the  Greek  language,  as  to  find  that  the  word  muft  be 
rendered  IHe.  But  our  author  has  not  produced  a  fingle 
example  of  its  being  ufed  in  this  fenfe.  The  attempt 
would  have  been  vain.  For  in  the  New  Tefiament,  it  in- 
variably fignifies  equality :  and  it  is  conflantly  uLd  by  pro- 
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fime  writers  in  the  &me  fenle.  We  need  not  troobk  die 
reader  with  proo&  of  what  cannot  be  denied ;  but  ifaill 
fubmit  the  decifion  of  this  point  to  a  jndge  whom  our  an- 
thor  cannot  reafbnablj  objeft  to.  This  is  no  ocfaer  thn 
l)r  P.  himielf.  We  have  his  judgment  recorded  in  dK 
£une  work,  at  no  great  difiance  firom  what  we  have  qooled^ 
when  eoqdaining  Phil.  iL  5.  **  The  proper  rendering  of 
»  this  text,"  he  lays,  «<  is,  Wlo  being  in  the  form  rfGoi, 
^*  did  mi  think  that  being  EqpAL  to  God^  or  a  flate  of  e^n* 
**  litj  with  God,  was  a  thing  to  befened.  This  makes  Ae 
'*  whole  paflage  perfiedlj  jnft  and  coherent,  \fc  *."  If  it 
fignifj  equality  there,  a  flate  of  ejnaUty  ;  i£,  accordim  ^ 
this  view,  the  whote  paflage  is  perfeBly  jmft;  let  our  n- 
thor  be  kind  enough  to  give  us  a  reafixi,  wfajitisnoi 
rightly  tranflated  in  the  paflage  under  confideradon. 

But  let  us  fee  how  the  Jews  are  Iboched,  after  being  lb 
much  enraged  by  a  daim  ^of  mere  refemblance  lo  God. 
Indeed,  the  Dodor's  cure  is  as  bad  as  his  di&ale-    He 
adds  -,  "  To  (hew  them  that  he  meant  nothing  arrogant  m 
''  what  he  faid,  and  that  this  privilege  was  given  him  by 
^'  God,  he  immediately  replies^«>7Z«  Son  can  do  nothing  ^ 
^^  himfelf  &c."     If  the  Jews  confidered  a  daim  of  meit 
Ukenefs  to  God  as  arrogant,  our  Lord's  reply  could  nera 
fhew  them  that  it  was  not.    For  it  did  not  avail  to  his 
enemies,  on  what  he  pretended  to  found  his  daim.    The 
claim  itfelf,  however  viewed,  was  the  ground  of  their  of- 
fence.    They  would  readily  bdieve  that  a  man,  who  made 
fuch  a  claim,  would  devife  fome  ezcufe  for  it.     The  DoAor 
ought  to  prove,  elfe  his  chain  is  broken,  that  Jefus  never  pre- 
tended even  likenefs  to  God,  as  "  alTuming  any  part  of  hit 
*'  prerogative."    But  on  the  contrary,  he  grants  that  onf 
Lord  maintained  his  claim,  fuch  as  it  is  reprefented* 

What  Dr  P.    intends,  when  he  fpeaks  of  our  Lord 
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^  flMtning  nothing  arroguit;"  I  cannot  well  conceive.  For 
ie  admits  that  he  ^  afliimed  £0'  much  of  God's  piexogativei 
*  «■  to  claim  the  privilege  of  woriung  on  the  iabbath^^ay, 
^  aa  wen  ai  God."  All  the  difference  between  him  an^ 
die  Jews,  b  diaCi  according  to  him»  this  affumption  was  not 
bj  nfiirparinn,  but  in  coofequence  of  a  (Kvine  gift.  Bnt 
lb  tender  is  he  of  the  charaAer  of  Jefns,  when  there  is  no 
ocealion  tofc  ha  iervices,  that»  in  oider  to  Ikiten  ic,  he  fiip- 
poles  an  aMbhrtg  impoffibilit j,  mt.  that  God  had  pven  to 
a  mere  aaan  fo  auich  of  his  prerogative^  as  to  work  on  the 
(kbbath-daf ,  as  well  as  himielL  But  if  this  be  God's  fn^ 
rqfMKWy  how  can  he,  without  dimying  himfdf^  give  it  to  a 
aeatnre?'An  enthroned  Worm  cannot  part  with  what  is 
called  his  pienigative,  without  virtually  dethroning  him- 
Iel£  But  in  onde^  to  avoid  an  acknowtedgment  of  Chrift's 
effential  dignitj,  our  author  makes  him  claim,  as  ft  cre^» 
tuare,  what  Ood  cannot  give.  He  aicribes  real  arroganet 
to  the  lowljr  Jefits,  in  attempting,  on  his  principles,  to  ex* 
eolpatt  himfrom  the  appearance  of  it. 

After  all,  he  fiails  in  his  proof.  He  pretends  that  our 
Sav&mr  **  Ih^wb  that  he  meant  nothing  arrogant."  To 
fflttftrate  tUs,  he  was  to  prove  that  *'  the  privilege  of  work- 
'*  ing  on  die  fabbath-daj  was  given  to  him  by  God." 
Theeefore  he  refers  to  ver.  19.  The  Son  can  do  noibifig  of 
kkkjiif^  bmt  what  he  fnth  iht  Father  do ;  for  whaifoever 
ihmgi  he  doih^  the/e  af/b  doth  the  Son  A'tewifi.  But  our  Lord, 
inJBiead  of  lowering  his  d^iin  here,  or  ihewing  that  the  JeWs 
underftood  it  in  too  high  a  fimie,  advances  it.  Inftead  of 
prwing  a  right  merdj  to  woik  on  the  fabbath,  he  aflerts 
Ids  right  and  power  to  do  all  the  works  of  the  Father,  in 
the  fiune  manner  with  him ;  without  uttering  one  word 
oonceming  the  fuppoGed  gift  of  a  privilege  of  working  on 
fibbadi.  Our  author  adds,  indeed :  **  He  then  proceeds 
^  to  KgmSoat  ail  his  eaccraordinarj  power  as  the  gift  of  his 
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^  Fatfa«r."  The  Doaor,  doabdds,  wiflici  k  to  appear  tkiT 
Jefiis  eftablilhed  the  particular  claim  by  a  general  pnsf^ 
But  he  redncea  the  argument  of  Jefiis  to  nothing,  bjaa- 
king  it  prove  too  much.  He  was  to  prove  that  he  was  aot 
chargeable  with  arrogance  in  aflerting  likmefs  to  God,  b 
working  on  iabbath,  becanUe  God  had  given  him  this  pn* 
vilege.  According  to  our  author,  he  proves  this,  bj  ^  re- 
^*  prefenting  atl  bis  eztraordinarj  power  as  the  gift  of  fail 
^  Father."  But  this  is  not  a  £ur  fiate  of  our  Saviour^ 
proof.  For  he  in  fad  declares  his  right  to  do  alltbc  woda 
pn^>er  to  the  Father,  in  the  iame  manner  with  him.  N9J9 
he  aflerts  his  agencj  in  the  very  Suae  works.  A  finage 
apology,  indeed,  from  the  mouth  of  a  mure  maas. 

Thus,  notwithftanding  all  that  Dr  P.  advances,  the  Jewi 
clearly  underfiood  Jefus  as  making  himCelf  a^mi^  with  God, 
by  claiming  a  famenefs  of  operation,  as  proceeding  from 
lamenels  of  nature.  The  foQy  of  pretending  that  dej 
Gonfidered  him  as  claiming  iUmefi  only,  if  any  doubt  yet 
remains,  will  inflantly  appear  to  any  one  who  will  take  the 
trouble  to  compare  the  paflage  with  what  b  fiud,  dup. 
X.  33.  where  we  have  the  fame  accuiation  renewed ;  7ioffi 
iein^  a  man^  makefi  thyfilf  God,  Indeed,  in  the  paflsge 
which  has  been  confidered,  we  have  not  only  the  conflmc- 
don  which  the  Jews  put  on  our  Saviour's  words ;  but  the 
juftneis  of  it  is  admitted  by  the  Evangeliii.  For  he  evi- 
dently relates  it  as  matter  of  bStf  that  Jefus  had  not  onlj 
Soo/ed  the  iabbath,  as  the  word  properly  means,  but  cal/d 
Cod  his  own  Father^  making  himfelf  equal  with  God, 

Had  tlic  Jews  put  an  unjuft  fenfe  on  our  Saviour's  words, 
it  cannot  be  denied  that  it  was  indi^nfably  incumbent  oa 
him  to  correft  their  miflake.  If  he  left  them  in  it,  he  did 
not  do  juftice  to  his  own  charader;  he  did  not  ufe  proper 
means  for  the  information,  either  of  his  enemies,  or  of  hii 
difciples  f  nay,  he  did  not  vindicate  the  eflential  honour  of 
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his  Father.  If  they  njeded  him,  becaufe  of  a  fuppofed 
dedaratioa  of  equality  with  the  Father,  while  he  meant 
nothing  of  tSua  nature ;  the  blame  of  this  reje£don  lay  on 
him.  His  filence  muft  have  been  their  excule.  Nor  was 
dns  dL  As  on  this  very  account,  they  fought  to  kill  him, 
he  did  not  properly  regard  die  fixth  precept  of  the  law,  by 
iifing  all  lawfid  means  for  the  prefervatlon  of  his  ownlife. 
He  alio  run  a  great  rilk  of  (Seeming  to  feal  an  impious  falfe- 
hood  with  his  blood.  All  thefe,  it  muft  be  granted,  would 
have  been  inconliflent  with  the  charafter  of  the  Meffiah. 

But  our  Lord,  inftead  of  ihewing  them  that  they  put  a 
fiHe  teak  -on  his  words,  vindicates  them  according  to  the 
very  lenfe  in  which  they  were  underftood  by  the  Jews. 
He  pxemiiia  his  vindication  with  a  repetition  of  that  very 
claim  which  was  the  ground -of  offence  ;  Tie  Son.    Then 
he  pardcularly  defcribes  the  nature  and  manner  of  his  ope- 
ration.    The  Son  can  do  nothing  of  himfelfy  hut  what  he 
fteih  the  Father  doj  &c.     Thele  words  are  quoted,  indeed, 
by  our  sothor,  as  a  proof  that  Jefus  did  not  mean  to  claim 
equality  with  the  Father.    But  it  has  been  already  proved 
that,  whether  they  be  imderftood  of  him  as  the  Son  of  God, 
«r  as  MediatoTf  they  exprels  a  power  of  doing  all  the 
works  proper  to  God*.    This  undeniably  appears  firom 
what  is  immediately  added ,  For  what  things  jfbeter  he  (the 
Father)  defth^  thefe  alfo  doth  the  Son  tiiewije.     One,  merely 
on  imitator  of  God,  might  be  iaid  to  do  -Ibmethings  tiie 
«nte  him.    But  no  man  in  his  fenles  would  aflert  that  he 
could  do  all.    However,  }e£as  docs  not  iay  that  he  works 
iiie  the  Father*     He  afcribes  the  fame  extetU  to  his  opera- 
tion,—w&tf  things  foever  ;  whether  they  be  works  of  crea- 
tion, of  providence,  or  of  redemption.    He  claims  lequa- 
lity,  as  to  manner.     Thefe  alfo  doth  the  Son  likewise. 
The  laft  adverb,  ^um^f  evidently  diflSsrs  in  its  meaning 
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£rom  urn,  rendered  a/Jo ;  as  denod&g  tluit  die  Son  wiHb 
in  the  ifme  manner  as  the  Father.  He  difjdeji  die  (ant 
divine  Power,  Majefij,  and  Sovereignty ;  aa  ^he  Ihewi  k 
die  following  verCn.  Bat  he  does  not  merefy  cbim  At. 
fiune  extent  and  manner  of  operation.  He  aflcita  an  ak* 
Cbhita  funenels  of  works ;  these  al/o  doii  tie  Som. 

If  any  farther  evidence  be  necefiarjr  i  that  the  Jewa  oa- 
deiftood  our  Lord  of  fuch  a  Sonihip  as  implied  an  rTiflrnfli 
prior  to  his  incamation,  will  appear  from  their  coaftnifiiaa 
of  hi9  wordSj  when  be  iaid|  Before  Abraham  vaat^  I  am% 
John  viii.  38,  39.  They  undoubtedly  omifidered  this  ai 
a  renewal  of  his  former  claim.  For  them  took  tbej^  apjimm 
to  cqfi  at  bim.  It  is  evident,  both  from  the  words  theor 
felves,  and  from  their  connexion,  that  they  as  litde.niifiook 
his  meaning  here.  But  this  paflage  has  been  fozinerly  cr 
plained. 

The  Jews  renewed  the  diarge  of  blafpbemy,  when  out 
Lord  fiudy  /  and  my  Fatber  are  oAr,  John  x.  30.  Fion 
the  connexion,  it  is  evident  that  he  made  this  declaratioa 
with  refped  to  unity  of  efience.  For  he  had  immediately 
aflerted  unity  of  power.  He  had  declared  concerning  his 
iheep,  I  give  unto  tbem  Vernal  Hfe^  and  tbey  Jball  mever  pe- 
rijb^  neitber  Jball  any  pluck  tbem  out  of  my  band^  ver.  18. 
Then  their  fecurity  is  further  declared ;  My  Fatbtr^  wbo 
gave  tbem  me^  is  greater  tban  all^  and  none  JhaU  be  abb  /# 
pluck  tbem  out  of  my  Father's  band^  ver.  29.  Dr  P.  indeed, 
makes  fhort  work  with  this  paflage :  "  At  the  very  time," 
we  arc  told»  ^  that  our  Lord  fays  that  he  and  the  Father 
are  one,  and  in  die  very  fentence  preceding  it,  he  iajs 
that  his  Father  is  greater  tban  alL  But  how  can  the  Fa- 
ther  be  greater  than  all,  if  there  was  aqy  odicr,  who  wai 
"  fo  much  one  with  him,  as  to  be,  in  all  refpeds,  equal  tn 
"  him  *  ?'*  But  we  might  eafily  retort  the  f^eOioo,  and 
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eaviB  mattm  on  the  fame  fiiocing  on  ddicr  fide.  How  oouU 
he  Son  be  om  with  the  Father,  if  die  Fedier  htgrwaur 
iam  mB,  m  the  Sodman  tadki  Far  that  there  capaaot  be 
njcther  ^riioiacfiia/tofaiiii,  io  anj  xeijpeft.  We  have 
icrtBodj  at  good  a  zi^  to  Boderfiand  the-  mirf  to  the  ex* 
shifioo  of  the  fiiperioritj  fiippolcdi  as  they  have  to  ttodes* 
land  die  fitpeziority  aflTerted,  to  die  eigtafion  of  a  pn>» 

Bat  a  candid  leader  will  eafily  perceive  that  when  JcfiSf 
i&er  afleiti^g  that  the  Father  waa  grmtgr  iJkam  ail,  im- 

iicrdy  as  daiming  the  iame  power  with  hit  Father,  in  pre* 
ferving  his  flieep,  hot  as  teftifjiiig,  in  die  deareft  manner, 
dbat  he  did  net  inchide  himielf  among  the  all  fiormerl j 
aentioned.  This  expreffion  evidendy  reSeia  to  thofe  ani j 
who  wonld  attempt  to  fhuk  tbtm  oitf  £^  the  Father's  band, 
/kad  who  would  imagine  that  Chrift  ihoold  be  one  of 
them  \  It  wonld  naturally  occur  to  hia  beareiBy  that  ha 
iflerted  mmif  widi  the  Father  aa  to  that  very  grmumfi  of 
^ofMT  aibibcd  to  him  in  the  preceding  words.  That  decla- 
ration, /  and  my  Faibgr  an  cat,  is  nndoobtedly  added  »  an 
gnception  with  refpcd  to  him&lf,  in  the  lame  fimie  with 
what  is  laid,  X  Cor.  XV.  27.  The  apoftle  having  ohfierved  that 
wUibugi  artfui  mndir  Urn,  via.  Chrift,  adds,//  is  mnmfift 
tim  ii  is  excifitd  wlo  did  ptti  ail  ibii^j  mnder  Um.  In  the 
fame  manner  may  it  be  laid )  when  it  is  dedacad,  that  lik 
Fatier  is  greater  iiaa  aU,  it  is  manifeft  that  he  is  excepted 
irho  ia  en^with  the  Father,  whole  worics  are  the  ISune  as  the 
FatherX  end  who  lays  of  himielf  ver.  38.  Tie  Faiier  is 
ia  asit  ossdLissiism, 

But  Dr  P.  e^lains  this  langoaga  in  the&DowiignBaniicr-: 
^  That  iSp  we  are  one  in  defign  and  intereft  •."  Even  thia 
view  cannot  be  rationally  admitted,  without  granting  unity 
ifeflSnoe.    For  the  words  cenainly-csprelaperfBftndty; 
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m  immedhtelj  rcfpeffing  die  prefervadon  of  bdicftHi 
which  b  A  diTioe  work.  And  how  csn  it  be  fnppoUtttf 
die  win  nf  t  mere  creatnrcy  yet  ezpofed  to  tempCidsBi 
«id  not/rnfrom  a  biai  offaffiau^  drawing  CMUrarf  to  h^t  \  ] 
n  SoeiDtans  fpeak  of  our  Lord  in  the  dftyt  of  hit  flfsft, 
conld  be  fi>  perfefily  confermed  to  that  of  the  Creator,  tUt 
thej  might  be  fidd  to  be  onei 

The  Dofior  adds,  **  But  whatever  be  the  anion  betweea 
^  die  Father  and  the  Son,  it  is  of  fnch  a  kind  that  lus  fif- 
*^  cipks  are  capable  of  it  with  refpeft  to  them  both ;  ftr 
^  in  his  prayer  for  his  difciplcs,  he  (ays,  John  zviL'lo— 
^  ^iat  tbey  aU  may  be  onc^  as  thbUf  FafbeTf  art  im  meioait 
*<  in  tbitj  that  they  aijo  may  he  one  in  ns^^And  thegbef 
**  which  thou  gave/l  me^  I  have  given  them  that  fhq^  men  k 
**  one^  even' as  wensre  onef*'  ^c* 

Socinians  tell  us,  at  dmes,  that  as  does  not  denote  eqai- 
lity,  bat  refemblance.  It  is  neceflary,  however,  to  forget 
this  diftindion  here.  For  at  all  events  thu  paflTage  mnft  be 
employed  to  deftroy  the  force  of  another.  But  we  find  tbe 
panicle  as  ufed  a  litde  before,  ver.  i8.  AS  thou  haftfini 
ehem  into  the  worldj  even  fo  have  I  alfo  fent  them  into  tht 
world.  Will  they  fay  that  a  mere  man  had  the  fame 
power  in  fending  the  apofUes,  as  the  Supreme  God  in  fend- 
ing him  ? 

There'feems  to  be  a  Ihuffle  in  that  expreflion,  '*  His  dif- 
**  ciples  are  capable  of  it.*'  Should  it  be  inquired,  *'  Are 
"  ordinary  Chriftians  advanced  to  as  great  neamels  to  God 
««  as  Chrift  himfelf  ?"  it  might  be  replied ;  **  AU  that  has 
**  been  faid,  is  that  they  are  capable  of  it,  as  pofTeffing  the 
"  fame  nature."  But  our  Lord  does  not  declare  what  they 
are  capable  of,  but  what  they  fliall  all  certainly  atuin.  For 
he  fpeaks  of  the  certun  efied  of  his  work.  Will  oar  in* 
thor  then  fay,  that  all  believers  attain  as  Iperfeft  an  umoo 
with  the  FathcTi  as  their  Lord,  "  whatever  be  the  onioa* 
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between  the  Father  and  him?  Do  not  Sociauas gnat 
diat  JefoB  is  fo  united  to  the  Father,  that  all  divine  wifdom 
nd  power  are  in  him?  Is  it  tme^of  believers,  that  Gtod' 
fimith  mi  ibt  Spift'i  by  meafi$r§  tmio  ibem  /  Have  thej  ail 
fowtr  im  Iftavem  ami  im  tarth  /  We  are  commanded  to  be 
wurd/U  as  our  Father  ui  btaven  is  usireifuL  Shall  it  there^ 
fore  be  inferred,  chat  man  is  capahk  o/ infinite  mercj  ? 

The  objeftion  receives  no  fnpport  from  thefe  words  1 
Ami  ib§  ghry  which  tlnm  gavifi  sM^  I  bavi  givm  ihistSftoOk 
For  hexe  our  Lord  fpeaks  of  that  glory  which  the  Father 
had  given  him  in  trufl,  to  beftow  on  his  apofiles  and  other  ^ 
followers ;  efpeciall j  that  of  the  knowledge  of  his  mmw, 
Bwntioned,  ver.  6.  and  of  his  wcrJ,  ver.  8.  and  of  a  divine 
miffion,  ver.  i8.  But  this  glory  he  contrafla  with  what 
ivas  properly  bis  own,  what  he  had  with  the  Father  before 
the  foundation  of  the  world,  ver.  5.  This  be  definribes  as 
bcommunicable,  as  what  coold'  only  be  hiiM  by  them ; 
TiM  ihey  may  hehoU  my  glwy^  ver.  24; 

It  may  be  difficult  to  fliew  how  John  ziv.  lo.  can  be 
mderilood  as  immediately  denoting  onity,  as  to  either  de» 
fign,  or  incereft.  To  fuppofe  that  Jefns  (honld  by,  **  I  am 
■■  fli  the  Father  in  defign^  or  im  iaierffii  and  the  Father  is 
■  M  me,  im  d^gm^  or  in  iniertfi^  is  to  fuppoie  a  mode  of 
fpeaking  unknown  to  Scriptnrei  and  unexampled  in  any 
langnage* 

Our  author,  in  his  Notes  on  the  Dialogue  between  Flek- 
wick  and  a  monk,  oblerves,  that  the  texts  referred  to  by 
the  former,  in  reply  to  an  argument  from  Chrifl'ii  claim  of 
nniiy,  '*  are  fufficient  to  (hew,  that  Chrift  and  the  Father 
**  might,  with  propriety  and  force,  be  &id  to  be  Mf,  with- 
**  out  underftanding  it  to  mean,  that  they  were  one  God, 
«*  or  one  being  •."  The  texts  are  Ada  iv.  3a.  <*  The 
**  mokitnde  of  them  that  believed,  were  of  am  h§arif  and 
^  of  aoi/oai."  Gal.  iii.  aS.  "  There  is  neither  Jew  nor 

^  Greek, 
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^  Crwk^  ■  bond,  nor  free,  «ale  aor  fefludi :  far  y«  m 
^  dl  Mf  ia  Chrift  jefiis.*'  Eph-T-jt.  "Tk^tiPtfM 
V  be  m^Mbr  Bat  tbefe  pitflagM  cidy  Hkw,  Art^bi 
fgnt  peribns  autj  bo  fiud  to  be  «■#  in  diflnoit  ic^A 
An4  who  evor  denkd  this?  They  prove  nodiiBg  afe  to Ai 
point  in  htnd.  The  firft  ^/n^  m  n  fnbAMitive Joiaei  Mh 
tiie  adjeAive»  which  ftewi  tfaee  the  fenfe  ie  limifeed  w 
^^fMmtu  The  meaning  of  Ihe  fecoiid  ippein  froa  the 
eootcst.  which  fliews  that  ew  mw  wmm^  or  ear  fc^,  ii 
meant.  For  thb  unitj  is  oppofed  to  difcmce  wi&  rd^el 
to  naliM^  roMk^  ta  fat.  When  aifli  and  wife  are  tiA  ti 
be  ea#,  we  are  ezpneUj  infiormed  of  the  mearang*  hj  Al 
addirina  of  the  moiAJk/b.  He  maft  have  tctj  rnrarf 
ideal  df  divine  things,  who  would  caU  in  tfae-affiflnaeerf 
this  testy  to  lUnftrate  the  nnioa  between  the  Father  sal 
the  Son. 

Believen  may  be  fiad  to  be  oar  /W,  ear  hoiy  i  aad  hot 
band  and  wife  to  be  muflifi.  Bat  none  of  theiie  cApfcflieBi 
can  prove  that  the  Father  and  Son  are  aof  one  in  cfleaoe. 
It  u  evident  that  when  this  term  is  nfcd,  its  meaniag  is  ts 
be  learned,  either  from  the  fubfiantive  joined  with  it,  as  S- 
aniting  die  nnitj  in  that  refpeft  particularly  mentioned,  or 
from  the  connedion.  Bat  when  the  term  itfelf  is  oTed 
fabftantively,  it  certainly  intimates  the  moft  perfeft  and 
unlimited  unity;  efpecially  if  the  context  confirm  this 
iitnfe.  If  men  are  not  (Irangers  to  Reafon,  they  witt  txer* 
dfe  it  in  deducing  the  native  conclafion  from  cestain  pre- 
mifeSk  In  other  words,  they  will  be  capable  of  rtafimmg\ 
which  is  only  the  exertion  of  this  faculty.  But  to  tear  an 
ezprelfion  away  from  thofe  moft  clofely  conneAed  with  it, 
and  to  oojom  it  with  others  that  have  no  greater  afiaity 
than  famencfs  of  found,  fliews,  either  a  prodigious  want  of 
tiMt  power  which  is  the  fource  of  reafoning,  or  the  wiUbl 
porvcrfi'in  of  it. 

^  Nothing  can  before  clear,  than  that  the  idea  whidi  the 
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itezt  fliora  immediately  fiiggeflB,  is  that  of  inutj  m  id 

fmuftr.    It  is  well  ksown,  tktt^  in  the  language  boili  6f 

4ncx«d  and  of  pro&ne  writersi  this  is  metapborically  repni* 

fisnced  by  the  hmti.    Now,  o«r  Lord  having  vfed  chfa 

term,  widi  refpeft  both  to  himfid^  and  to  the  Father,  and 

ia  both  ezpmffions  having  dedared  the  iecnrity  of  hlk 

people,  to  ihew  diat  he  did  not  daim  more  dian  what  bi« 

longed  to  hun,  adds ;/ eerf  stf  fWi^r  eiv  o«fy  thatis,eli# 

aU^f  ,  aer  egma*    He  gives  thb  as  the  vea£ni  why  he  haH 

^oken  of  his  iomf  or /eiuir  as  an  equal  ieeority  with  thkt 

oCtheFadier. 

The  very  ftnifinre  of  the  langnage,nnlelsit  denote  fiuM- 
Bed  of  eflence,  is  unbeoommg  the  moft  exalted  ersatore. 
Waa  it  deemed  a  proof  of  treafonable  arrogance  in  the 
prime  minifter  of  an  eardily  Ibvereign,  to  prciaoe  his  dK- 
petehes  widi  E^  a  re»  wmu  *  /  And  fliall  a  mere  man,  be- 
eanle  ha  is  the  lervant  of  God^  be  permitted  to  &y,  Idt^ 
mj  FatiiTf  without  incurring  the  charge  of  treaibn  againft 
the  Moft  High? 

It  is  undeniable  that,  on  dus  oocafion,  as  well  w  on  the 
lormer,  the  Jews  were  perfnaded  that  Jefns  daimed  eqnn- 
litj  with  the  Father.    For  they  not  only  direatened  to 
flone  Urn,  but  affigned  his  fiippofied  blafphemy  as  the  tea- 
Ibat  nrgbg,  as  a  proof  of  this  crime,  that  he  had  appro* 
priated  to  lumlelf  the  hooonrs  of  deity.    Nothing  can  be 
moeeicleeriy  eaiprefled:  For  a  g9od  w&ti  wg  Jiom  ii$i  moi  s 
ha/hr  UaJ^htm^f  ami  bttomfi  iiat  tlmth  hnt^  m  mee,  aie- 
ie/i  ilyfiifGodf  ver.  33.    Now,  die  argument  is  die  lame 
as  in  the  former  cale.    If  Jcins  knew  diat  even  thofe  who 
were  the  primary  objefib  of  his  miiEon,  iit  ewe  to  whom 
is  emmtf  underfiood  his  bv^nage  as  an  ezprcia  daim  lof 
deity,  and  did  net  nbiovery  mean  to  convince  them  of  the 
eontraiy.}  -either  .they  bdieved  jnotlung  but  what  he  de- 
dared^-  and  ,t:eKfbnr  ha  is  God  in  the  proper  fenfe  of  the 
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torm ;  or  he  could  hmve  no  right  to  die  chanAer  of  lU 
fiah.  If  the  former  be  not  true,  the  latter  neceffarSf  M* 
lows  from  the  premi£es.  For  it  cannot  be  denied  thtt  ht 
knew  this  to  be  the  conftmfiion  whidi  the j  pot  on  hb 
words.  Bnt  if  he  knew  that  it  was  fidfe.  and  did  not  »- 
dcaTOor  to  reftify  their  miftakr,  he  did  not  aft  a  fiulUl 
part,  either  to  God,  or  to  man.  Let  as  inquire,  thea,  'i 
when  they  charged  him  with  maU^  bimfiif  God^  he  r- 
fiifed  or  refuted  the  charge  as  a  grola  calnmny  }  For  n- 
donbtedly,  this  is  the  part  that  any  honeii  and  con&ka- 
tions  man  would  have  aded,  when  &I£ely  accnicd.  on  a  ftb- 
jeft  of  foch  magnitude. 

But  he  does  not  ib  much  as  give  up  with  thde  tensif 
diat  gave  them  fo  much  oflSence.  This  a  good  and  wife 
man  certainly  would  have  done,  had  he  nicd  tfaemsaly 
metaphorically,  and  had  it  been  poffible  to  exprefelv 
meaning  m  clearly  and  jufily.  without  them.  Had  they 
mifiakcn  him,  the  moft  natural  reply  was ;  "  Ye  csaaoc 
^  juftly  fay  that  /  maki  myfelfGod^  by  declaring  that  Imi 
^  sr;^  Faiber  are  one^  when  I  have  already  informed  yon, 
^  that  m/  Faiber  is  greater  than  ail."'  This  would  have  been 
far  more  natural  and  convincing  than  an  appeal  to  the  b- 
ferior  fenfe  of  the  name  God,  as  undcrilood  by  Socinisns^ 
and  unfpcakably  preferable  to  a  reference  to  his  works  is 
thofe  of  the  Father,  and  as  requiring  lYiM  faith  in  his  tefti- 
mony,  in  that  very  refpedl  in  which,  ic  is  (aid,  they  miftook 
his  meaning. 

Our  Lord,  however,  (lill  calls  God  bis  Father,  and  him* 
felf  the  Son  of  God.  He  vindicates  that  truth,  for  declaring 
which  they  accufed  him  of  biafphemy.  He  proves  diit 
he  is  the  Son  of  God,  according  to  the  conftrudion  of  his  sd« 
verfaries,  as  being  God,  firft,  by  an  argument  from  the  k(s 
to  the  greater.  If  he  eal/id  them  godi^  anUo  whom  the  word  of 
God  came^  and  tbefcripture  cannot  be  broken ;  fay  ye  ofh^^ 
vihom  the  Father  bath  fanfiifiedj  and  Jent  into  the  voridf 
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TCiom  Uqfphemtfi  \  becaufi  Ifaid^  I  'am  the  Son  of  God^  ver. 
35, 36.  He  refers  to  the  ralers  of  lineli  who,  in  P&l.  Ixzziu 
uc  called  ^oiir.  He  mentions  It  as  a  mark  of  their  infe- 
cioritjy  that  the  word  of  God  came  to  them.  If  this  refpeft 
the  word  of  revelation ;  it  came  to  them  as  bound  by  its 
aathoritjy  and  limited  in  the  exercife  of  that  very  office,  in 
regard  to  which  they  were  called  gods^  by  the  ezprefi  coni'- 
nuind  of  God  Supreme,  whom  they  were  to  confult  for  di- 
refiion,  and  whole  orders  they  were  to  fulfil  as  his  deputies. 
To  them,  in  this  point  of  view,  he  oppofes  himielf  as,^Bi£?A 
fied  and  ftnt  by  tbi  Fatber*  The  lanfiification  meant  is 
evidendy  fomething  previous  to  his  miffion.  He  was  thui 
fandified,  as  from  eternity  fet  apart,  in  the  council  of  peace, 
tag  the  work  of  our  redemption.  He  wzsjeni  2sjan3^led. 
Therefore,  he  ezifted  before  his  incarnation.  He  was  alio 
fimfiified,  and  fent  by  God  as  his  Fatben  Therefore,  he 
u  not  a  Son  in  confequence  of  cither  his  fanAification,  or 
hia  million.  Both  thefe  phrafes  evidently  refer  to  the 
greatnels  of  the  work  entrufted  to  him,  the  fame  that  he 
had  already  fpoken  of.  He  was  confecrated  and  fent  by 
the  Father,  that,  in  human  nature,  he  might  difcharge  that 
office,  fiill  appropriated  to  God,  of  being  the  Sbepberd  iff 
fimis^  ver.  z^ — 28. 

But  it  is  highly  probable,  that  our  Lord  here  fpeaks  of 
himlelf  as  the  perfonal  Logos*  The  whole  of  that  revela- 
tion, formerly  given  to  the  church,  proceeded  from  him  in 
this  charafter.  In  the  Plalm  referred  to,  he  feems  to  be 
the  inunediate  fpeaker.  Thb  view  is  mod  agreeable  to 
the  order  and  conftruftion  of  the  words.  For  the  relative 
term,  op,  tranflated  bim  wbom^  feems  naturally  to  refer  to 
0  koyof  TK  8nr  as  its  antecedent.  Indeed,  the  ^ords  may  be 
literally  rendered,  according  to  their  order :  If  bo  ealkd 
ibemgods,  to  wbom  ibat  Logos  of  God  camg^  {and  tbt  fcrip^ 
tart  cannot  be  broien)  wbom  tbe  Faiber  batb  fan^ified  and 
Miniottt  -mrld.fy  je^  Thm  biaffAemtJt,  becanfe  J /aid. 
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lam  tie  Son  cfGodf  I  have  oUcrved  only  one  inSiMc  i 
the  relative  in  the  aocnfiitive,  as  conncfted  with  )mib^  %- 
lufying  ^whom^  It  is  in  chap.  viii.  54.  But  it  dbo  aoi, 
with  equal  proprietj,  bear  the  lame  faifa  here.  Forth 
accalation»  as  repeated  bjChrift,  being  ezpreflcdiatk 
fiBcond  perfon,  it  woold  have  been  more  natnral,  hid  Ae 
dative  been  uied;  Saj  je  /o  him,  7iom  Uk^iemefif  A& 
cording  to  this  view,  we  have  a  farisfiiftofy  reafim  fior  Ai 
drcnmfiance^tif /A#  IVard  ff  God  eomui^  to  tfacfe  JndgBib 
being  fingled  out  in  preference  to  every  other,  by  wUch 
their  inferiority  might  have  been  exprefled.  la  Ae  EAh 
opic  verfion,  to  which  great  antiqiuty  is  afcribed,  this  fafe 
if  given  to  the  paflage :  <Mf  he  caOed  them  godi,  to  wbta 
'*  God  appeared,  the  Word  of  God  was  with  tfaem,**  tf^ 
This  view  increafes  the  force  of  the  argument ;  ^'IftlMfe 
*<  are  called  gods,  to  whom  the  Logos  came,  as  havi^ 
"  authority  over  them,  fetting  them  apart  to  the  oCce 
**  of  judging,  and  giving  them  lb  diftingnilhed  a  6t£^ 
^  nation,  merely  as  prefiguring  hb  own  diam£kr  ani 
"  work ;  (and  what  is  typically  declared  in  feiipture  mnft 
**  have  its  full  completion  in  the  Antitype  :)  when  this 
''  very  perfon  comes  to  you  in  human  nature,  ai  let 
**  apart,  and  feat  by  the  Father  fer  accomplifliing  the  di« 
^  vine  work  of  laving  finners,  do  ye  charge  him  with  Uaf- 
'*  phemy,  becaufe  he  claims  that  fonfliip  in  a  proper  fisale, 
**  which  they  could  claim  only  in  a  metaphorical ;  and  sp- 
**  propriates  the  imtb  of  that  deity,  which  was  afcribed  to 
**  them  only,  according  to  the/hadow" 

Dr  P.,  fpeaking  of  the  inferior  fenfe  of  the  term  God,  ts 
given  to  Moles,  fays :  '*  There  can  be  no  danger  of  oor 
^  mifiaking  the  fenfe  of  fuch  phrafes  as  thefe  ;  or  if  it  were 
**  polfible,  our  Lord  himfelf  has  fufficiently  guarded  agaisft 
^  any  mifeonftrudion  of  them  when  applied  to  himfelf  by 
**  the  explanation  he  has  given  of  them ;  informing  oSv 
**  that,  if,  in  the  language  of  fcriptucc,  tbey  are  caMg^ 
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*<  to  wbwm  thi  wf^i  of  God  eame^  (thoagb,  in  fiifi,  they 
"  were  00  other  than  mere  men),  he  could  not  be  guilty 
^  of  blafphemy  in  calling  himfelf  only  tbi  Son  of  God  V 
This  particle  onfy  evidently  implies  that,  in  Dr  P.'s  id^, 
our  Lord  takes  a  lower  title  to  himfelf  than  what  was  gi- 
ven to  rulers.  But,  on  the  contrary,  he  calls  himfelf /£# 
Son  of  Godf  in  contradiftin&ion  to  all  who,  in  an  inferior 
lenie,  were  caUid  gods^  and  fom  of  the  moji  High ;  thus 
expreffing  imity  of  eflfence  with  the  Father.  For  he  evr- 
dently  ofes  this  language  as  equivalent  to  what  he  had  for- 
merly laid,  when  he  called  God  his  Father,  in  fo  peculiar 
a  maoser-that  the  Jews  underfiood  him  as  claiming  deity. 
For^  though  he  refutes  the  charge  of  blafphemy,  tad  does 
mat  refufe  that  he  made  bimfeif  Cod.  He  refutes  the 
dnrge,  indeed,  from  a  confideration  which  necefiarily  im- 
plies his  ineflbble  fuperiority  to  all  creatures.  It  ia  evident, 
chat  the  Jews  were  fully  fiitisfied  that  the  filiation  which  he 
claimed  could,  in  no  ienfe,  belong  to  a'  creature.  For  they 
found  their  accudEition  on  the  circumftance  of  his  being 
a  man^  ver.  33.  Our  Lord  does  not  merely  vindicate  his 
daim,  but  proceeds  to  eftablifli  it  in  all  the  extent  in  which 
it  was  underftood  by  his  enemies.  He  proves  his  unity  of 
effence  with  the  Father  from  the  femenefs  of  his  operation* 

Before  c<mfidering  this  proof,  we  may  advert  to  what 
our  author  adds  concerning  the  former :  ^  Now/'  he  fays, 
^  if  Chrift  had  been  conicious  to  himfelf  that  he  was  the 
^  true  and  very  God^  and  that  it  was  of  the  utmofl  confe- 
**  quenoe  to  mankind  that  they  fhould  regard  him  in  that 
^  light,  this  was  certainly  a  proper  time  for  him  to  have 
^  declared  himfelf,  and  not  to  have  put  his  hearers  off  with 
^  fneh  an  apology  as  this  f."  Though  Je&s  had  ufed  tlie 
very  terms  mentioned,  Socinians  would  have  devifed  fome 
plan ^ for  evading  their  force.-   For  when  he  is  ezprefsly 
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called  ibe  tnu  God,  they  boldly  nfofe  that  he  is  the  fiibjcA 
fpoken  of.  It  was  certaiidy  moft  proper  tor  our  Lorili 
retain  the  lame  kind  of  langoage  that,  be  had  ftnadf 
nfied.  For,  not  onl j  was  this  the  fbyndatiMi  of  the  dttf 
of  Uafphemyy  and  therefiore  nnderflood  by  the  Jens  u 
containing  a  claim  of  deity  ;  but  it  exhibited  this  ckiak 
the  moftproper  light.  Had  he  fim^y  declared  that  he  mfi 
tit  (rue  Godf  his  malicious  opponents  would  have  infcnd 
that  he  meant  to  dethrone  the  Father.  But  by  ittamisg 
the  idea  of  Sonfliip,  he  not  only  aflSBrted  his  ttti  dskf^ 
but  his  diftind  perfmiality.  This  more  inunediately  b- 
longed  to  his  work  of  revealing  the  Father.  Nor  cadi 
he  e:diibit  himlidf  as  one  Jmtf  without  reCctfriilg  to  anodMr 
perfon  as  iendbg  him.  Indeed,  the  proof  whick  ha  tt- 
joined^  from  his  wodLs,  was  a  more  iaconteSiUe  evidsHt 
of  his  dauning-  seal  deity,  than  soy  fimple  ^f^^™A« 
conld  have  been.  For  diouj^  the  names  of  God  hud  hato 
given  to  mere .  men,  it  had  never  been  fiippbled  dial  ttf|f 
who  were  thus  dignified,  conld  perform  £vine  works. 

As  the  former  argument  depended  on  teftimony,  be  now 
refers  to  fenfible  evidence  :  If  I  do  woi  the  works  of  mf  Fo- 
tbeTy  beiitve  me  not.  But  if  I  do,  though  ye  heiu^e  aef  me,  bi- 
lieve  tbi  works ;  tbai  ye  may  kmow  andbetieve  tbeef  tie  Futber 
is  in  mty  and  I  in  bim^  ver.  ^7,  ^8.  So  fax  from  (hcwina  thaa 
that  they  miftook  his  meaning,  or  from  denying  that  he  wtf 
tbe  Son  of  God  in  their  &nfe  of  the  expreifion,  and  uMtfr  ina- 
Jelf  God ;  he  proceeds  to  prove  his  unity  of  eflence  widi  dK 
Father,  from  the  fameneis  of  lus*  operation ;  and^  en  this 
ground,  he  requires  their  faith  as  to  the  unity  declared.  TUi 
is  the  very  do&rine  that  he  had  formerly  tau|^  when  k 
faid,  ver.  30.  /  and  tbe  Fatber  are  one.  This  condiidiBf  ap-' 
peal  to  his  works,  in  the  proof  and  vindicatiott  of  that  cUb 
of  unity  with  the  Father,  which  was  die  foondadoo-of  die 
difpute,  inconteftably  demooftrates  that  he  did  not  mean  onitj 
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of  deiign,  but  of  power.  His  enemies^  i&ftead  of  being  con- 
vinced that  they  had  miilaken  his  meaning,  were  fo  con- 
finned  by  what  he  had  laid,  diat  the  j  inunediately  fought 
to  take  him.  But  he»  inflead  of  fhewing  that  they  ftill  mifun- 
derftood  his  language,  as,  had  this  been  the  caie^  he  cer- 
tainly ought  to  have  done,  ffcaptd  out  of  their  hand^ 
ver.  39. 

As  the  Jews  had  been  lb  often  enraged  at  Jefiis,  during 
his  minifiryy  becaufe  he  made  himfttf  God;  aA  on  this  ac- 
count they  had  frequently  fought  to  put  him  to  death; 
wbeo  his  homr  was  come^  his  condenmatioii  proceeded  on 
this  very  ground.  The  council,  notwithftanding  various 
attempts,  not  having  found  &Ue  witnels  againft  him ;  the 
high  prieft,  by  virtue  of  that  authority  conunitted  to  him, 
in  matters  of  great  importance,  efpecially  when  proof 
oonid  be  obtained  in  no  other  way,  proceeded  to  addiini- 
fier  an  oath  *.  The  infiituted  form  was  that  of  adjura- 
tion \  and  the  pannel  was  to  anfwer  Amem^  as  a  token  of 
his.tflent  to  the  oath  and  curfe.  Accordingly,  the  high 
prieft  addreffed  Jefus  in  theie  words ;  /  adjure  thee  hy  the 
Iwing  God^  that  thou  tell  us  whether  thou  he  the  Chrifi^  the 
Son  of  Godf  Jefus  replied.  Thou  hafl  fidd^  Matt.  zxvi. 
63,  64.  Thus,  according  to  the  Hebrew  idiom^  he  declared 
thftt  he  was.  It  was  only  die  folemnity  of  the  oath  that 
made  him  break  filetice.  According  to  the  fatw,  when  in 
this  manner  he  heard  the  voice  of/weari^^  he  was  bound 
to  utter  the  truth.  Lev.  v.  i.  On  two  former  occafions, 
when  accufed  of  blafphemy,  though  an  oath  vras  not  for- 
mally  tendered,  he,  as  the  Amen^  folenmly  aflerted  the 
truth  of  his  deity,  in  the  very  Words  required  by  the  law 
of  adjuratiimf.  On  this  occafion,  it  appeared  to  the  San- 
kedrim,  that  they  had  all  the  evidence  that  was  neceffary. 

B  b  a  The 
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The  high  priejl  refit  his  clothes^  fiyi^gf  ^^  hathfpoken  Uaf- 
pbemy.  What  further  need  have  we  of  viitneffes  f  hehoU 
now^  ye  have  heard  his  Blafthemy.  What  think  ye  /  Thq 
anfwered  andfaid^  He  is  guilty  of  deathy  vcr.  65.  67.  They 
unanimouflj  agreed  in  this  verdiS,  Mark  xiv.  64. 

Becaufe  the  Jews  connefted  thefe  chara&rs,  the  Stm  rf 
Godf  and  the  Chrifi^  Socinians  pretend  that  nothing  more  ii 
meant  by  the  former,  than  by  the  latter ;  and  that  the  Jews 
coniidered  this  title,  the  Son  of  God,  as  belonj^g  to  die 
Meifiah,  while  thej  expedied  no  other  than  a  mere  man. 
Let  ns  hear  Dr  P.  on  thb  point :  **  The  Jews  called  it 
"  blafphemj  to  pretend  to  be  the  Chrift  ;  for  when  die 
'*  hi^h  pried  folemnlj  adjured  our  Lord, — that  he  wooU 
^'  'tell  hrm  whether  he  was  the  Chrijl^  the  Son  of  Godj  and 
'<  our  Lord  exprefsl  j  replies  that  he  was  the  Chrift,  then  the 
**  high  prieft  rent  his  clothes^  faying^  He  hath  ffoken  hbf- 
**  phemy  *."  Our  Lord's  replj  is  the  only  diing  ofiercd  ts 
proof.  But  Dr  P.  gives  it  qilite  a  different  turn  fitnn  wbtt 
it  has  as  rehearfed  by  the  plain  Evanj^elift:  *^  our  Lord 
"  exprelsly  replies  that  he  was  the  Chrift."  One  who  did 
not  confiilt  the  paiTage,  would  naturally  fuppofe  that  our 
Saviour  had  replied  to  the  firft  part  of  the  queftion  only ;  or, 
that  he  had  exprefsly  faid,  '*  I  am  the  Chrift."  But  his  an- 
fwer,  being  a  fimple  affirmative,  applied  to  the  laft,  equally 
with  the  firft  part  of  the  queftion^  Becaufe  the  Dodor 
imagines  that  thefe  terms,  the  ChriH^  and  the  Son  of  God^  are 
fynonymous,  it  b  going  rather  too  far  to  fay,  that  •*  our  Lord 
'•  exprefsly  replies  that  he  was  the  ChriJ,*'  But  he  is  ftill 
bolder  in  another  place.  For  he  gives  this  ab  our  Saviour's 
only  anfwer  :  "  He  confefled  that  he  was  the  Chrift  only"' 
This  we  fhall  attend  to  afterwards. 

From  an  impartial  confideration  of  what  is  related  b 
xlie  gofpel-hiftory,  and  of  the  opinions  of  the  Jevi's,  a5  re- 
corded in  their  own  writings,  it  will  clearly  appear,  that 

there 

1  Famil.  Illuftr.  p.  2:. 
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dier^*   is  not  the  lea^l  ground  \-^   what  is'  aflerted  hy  Socini- 
ansy  that  with  chat  people,  the  terms  in  queflion  were  fy- 
oonjmous,  and  that  our  Lord  was  condemned  for  claiming 
a  charader,  whichy  in  their  apprehenfion,.  belonged  to  a 
mere  man*     Indeed,  it  does  not  appear  thaft  the  Jews  were 
accuftomed,  in  fpeaking  of  a  perfon  in  veiled  widi'an  office, 
to  give  him  two  denominations,  in  connexion,  merely  ex- 
pref&ve  ef  hb  official  charader.     But  it  was  very  common 
widi  them  to  conned  the  name  of  the  office  with  an  appel- 
latioa  expreffing  the  natural  defeent  of  the  perfon.    Of  this 
V^e  h«ve  oaahy  infiances.     We  read  of  Jofiaby  fon  of  Am^- 
moMf  img^  Jer.  i.   i.  of  Zerubbabely  the  fm  of  Shealtiel^ 
governor  ;  Joflfuay  the  Jon  of  Jofedeehy  the  htgh-priefi^  Hag. 
i.  X.  of  yoab.  the  Jon  of  AJafhythe  recorder y  2  Kings  xviii. 
18.  37.  Ua.  xxxvi.  3.  lie.  Uc. 

The  high  prieft  evidently  marks  a  diflinflion  between, 
theie  charaders.  He  ufes  them,  indeed,  as  both  applicable 
to  one  perfon.  But  he  evidently  introduces  the  latter,  as 
expreffing  a  relation  different  from  that  expreffed  by  the 
former :  7eU  usy  if  thou  be  the  Chrifi^  the  Son  of  God.  If 
he  does  ^10^,  is  not  the  laft  expreflion  a  mere  tautology  ?  If 
he  re^rred  merely  to  office,  was  not  the  term  Cbrifi  fuffici- 
ent  ^  Or  would  it  not  have  been  more  natural  to  have  add- 
^y  the  Son  of  David  f  For,  undoubtedly,  the  Meffiah,  in 
his  oflicial  charader,  was  telot^  generally  known  by  this 
deiignation  *.  Is  it  not  highly  unreafonaUe  to  fiippoie  that, 
<m  this  Qccalion,  no  idea  of  divinity  was  affixed  to  that  cha- 
racier,  the  Son  of  Godj  when,  as  formerly  uied  by  our  Sa« 
viour,  it  had  been  always  underftood  by  the  Jews,  as  ex- 
preiBng  a  c}aim  of  equality  with  Grod  ?  It  is  evident  that 
the  high  prieft,  in  his  queftion,  refers  to  the  fecond  Pfalnu 
For  there  is  no  other  paflage,  in  which  the  two  chara6lers 
are  conjoined.     Was  it  unknown  to  him,  to  the  great  coun- 

B  b  3  cil, 

*  Matt.  if.  17.  zv.  22.  jx,  30.  31.  Mark.  z.  47.  48.  Luke  zyiii.  38* 
S9,  kc.  kc. 
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CO,  or  to  the  Jews  in  general,  dnt,  in  this  PUm,  die  Son  ■ 
exhibited  as  the  objeftof  that  fear,  fintfa  and  relianoe  whkk 
the  IcriptDit  unifDnnlj  apprapriatei  to  God  ? 

But  our  anthor  endeavours  to  anticipate  thii  nbjaflina 
to  his  theory  :  "  If  Chrift,"  be  lajs,  <«  Ind  notfimiiedtbi 
*^  Jews  that  he  did  not  mean  to  make  hSmMf  o^nal  wiik 
*'  Gody  would  die  j  not  have  piodnced  it  againft  him  at  hii 
^  trial,  when  he  was  condemned  as  a  Ua^hemcr,  becHib- 
*<  he  coofefled  that  he  was  die  Chrift  onlj  •  r*  When  wm 
it  diat  he  thus  fatuJUd  them  ?  Was  it  when  ib^  «oai  wif 
Jiimet  to  cafi  ai  bim  /  John  viiL  59.  Was  it  when  dicy 
fimght  to  take  him,  after  expbuning  die  fenfe  in  wUch  hi 
called  God  his  Father?  chap.  x.  59.  Does  Dr  P.  raSj 
believe  that  the  malicious  enemies  of  JefoSy  who  Ibo^ 
fidfe  witnels  againft  him,  were  fo  candid  that,  tfaoag|h  leeredj 
faiisfied  that  he  did  not  lay  daim  to  eqnalit  j  with  God, 
they  would  not  have  taken  advantage  of  hb  words,  eooU 
they  have  Sound  witnefles  to  agree  in  their  teftimony  ?  But 
whence  is  our  author  affured  that  diey  did  not  prodnoe  dih 
charge  againft  Jefus  ?  Does  he  know  all  the  things  that  die 
many  falfe  witneffes  uttered  ?  Is  he  certain,  that  this  is 
not  one  of  the  articles  on  which  their  witnels  did. not 
agree  together  ?  It  is  plain,  indeed,  that  diis  is  the  very 
point  on  u'hich  they  wiflied  to  make  him  his  own  ac- 
cufer.  Thence  it  is  highly  probable,  that  they  had  pre- 
vioufly  in  vain  tried  every  other  method  of  proving  it. 
They  unqueftionably  confidered  his  declaration  in  the  very 
fame  light  in  which  his  dodrine  had  formerly  appeared. 
For  they  .K^ve  it  the  fame  name  of  blafpbemy, 

Dr  ?•  eliewhere  propofes  another  queftion,  which  fliews 
how  much  lie  is  at  a  lois  for  argument :  **  If  the  high 
•*  prieft  cxprelTed  his  horror  by  rending  his  cloaths,  on 
"  Jcfus  avowing  himfelf  to  be  the  Mefiiah,  what  would  be 
"  have  done  if  he  had  heard  or  fufpeded,  that  he  had  made 

•'any 

^  Obleivttions  addeJ  to  ElwtU's  Trial,  p.  20. 
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^  any  hi^ier  prctenfions  *  ?"  What  more  could  he  have 
done?  It  ia  quefttonedy  if  it  was  lawful  for  the  Jii^  prieft 
to  read  liit  clothes  on  anj  occafioo.  Could  he  have  de- 
viled a  worfe  name  than  hlafpbtmyi  or  thouj^t  of  a  more 
crncl  or  ignofniiiious  puniihmeiit  than  crucifixion  ? 

The  generality  of  the  Jews,  indeed,  had  loft  all  i^iritual 
appreheofioos  of  the  work  of  the  Meifiah*  Therefore,  it 
caaaot  be  liippofed  that  thfey  entertained  juft  or  confifient 
ideal  conoeming  his  filiation.  But  ftill  &eir  minds  ieem  to 
have  been  embarraiTed  by  the  Icriptural  language  that  ex- 
hibitMl  him  as  the  Son  of  God*  Of  this  we  have  already 
produced  various  proofi. 

It  may  be  further  obferved,  thatour  Lord,  when  he  made 
the  folemn  oonfefBoo  under  confiderationy  at  the  fame  time 
claimed  tbe  honours  of  deity.  For  he  iaid  \  Hereafter  Jball 
y§  fe§  tbe  Son  tf  man  filing  on  tie  right  band  of  Power ^ 
imdeomingintbeclondsofbeavenfMaxt.7avu6/^.  He  claim* 
ed  divine  honour  in  a  twofold  refpefi ;  firftg  by  declaring 
that  he  Ihould  jSt  on  tbe  rigbt  band  of  Potuer.  Accor* 
ding  to  Che  Jews,  fitting  on  the  right  hand  of  a  Sove- 
reign denoted  communion  in  empire.  Power  was  a  term 
which  they  firequently  uied  to  denote  God  himfelf.  Thence 
fitting  at  the  right  hand  of  Power,  is  the  fiune  as  fitting 
at  the  right  hand  of  God.  But  this  in^plies  communion 
in  power  and  majefiy.  Therefinre,  the  infpired  writer 
to  the  Hebrews  might  juftly  urge  the  eflential  dignity  of 
Jefin  firom  this  confideration :  But  $0  wbicb  of  tbe  angels 
faid  be  at  any  time^  Sit  on  my  rigbt  band  f  chap.  i.  13. 

That  this  implies  communion  in  power,  and  therefore, 
unity  of  eflence,  is  evident  firom  the  prophecy  of  Zecha- 
riah  concerning  tbe  Man  wbofi  namt  is  the  Brasscb^  chap.  vi» 
la,  13-  to  which  oor  Lof4  nigh(  allude  f.  Alfo,  in  the 
Revelation,  the  throne  of  God  tod  the  Lamb  is  fpoken  jsi 

B  b  4  as 
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as  one,  chap.  xxii.  3.  That  the  Jews  could  affix  no  other 
meaning  to  the  language  of  our  Savioar,  than  what  we 
have  given,  is  evident  from  the  hiftory  of  the  martjidom 
of  Stephen,  Afis  vii.  55.^57. 

Jefus  alfo  claimed  divine  honour,  when  he  iaid ;  TtJbtM 
fee  the  Son  of  man — coming  in  the  clonds  of  heavm.     Thefe 
words  moft  naturally  refer  to  the  final  judgment.    This 
kind  of  language  was  well-known  to  the  Jews,  as  ezpret 
five  of  the  Divine  Prefence  and  Majeftj.     It  is  often  nfad 
in  the  New  Teftament  concerning  the  Meiliah ;  moft  pro* 
bably  in  allnfion  to  the  manner  in  which  God  manifefied 
himfelf  of  old,  at  the  giving  of  the  law.     He  faid  to  Mo- 
fes ;  Lo  I  come  to  thee  in  a  thick  cloudy  that  the  ptofk  maj 
hear  when  I  Jpeak  with  thee^  and  heiieve  thetfor  cvrr,  Ez- 
xix.  9.    He  was  pleafed  to  fix  on  this  as  the  token  of  hb 
prefence.     Thence  Solomon  exprefles  himfelf  in  this  man- 
ner, ^be  Lord  faid  that  he  would  dweil  in  the  thick  darknefh 
I  Kings  viti.  la.    Accordingly,  we  find  that  the  appear-' 
ance  of  the  cloud  was  the  fign  of  the  defcent  of  Jerovah, 
both  in  the  defcrt,  and  in  the  land  of  promife,  £x.  xxziv. 
5. ;  I  Kings  viii.  10.      Its   overfhadowing   the  mercj-fcat 
was  the  fymbol  of  the  perpetual  prefenc^  of  God,  -firft  in 
the  ta1)ernac1e,  and  afterwards  in  the  temple.     And  a  Ari- 
king  fymbol  it  was.     For  God's  dominion  over  the  cloods 
is   an   unqueflionable  evidence  of  his  almighty  power*. 
Therefore   it   is  faid,   Afcrihe  ye  flrengtb  unto  Godi—his 
flrength  is  in  the  clouds^  Pfal.  Ixviii.  34.    When  the  law  was 
^iven  from  Mount  Sinai,  the  clouds  were  alfo  ufed  as  in- 
ftruments   for  the  difplay  of  his  incompreheniible  Majefiy. 
Thence  Mofes  afterwards  reminds  the  tribes,  that  when  the 
Lord  fpake  to   them,  the  mountain  burnt  with  fire  unto  the 
midfl  of  heaven^  with  darknefs^  clouds  and  thick  darknefs^ 

Deut.  iv.  II.     To  this  awful  manifeftation  the  Ifraelices 

> 
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igfat  afterwards  refer,  when  in  defcribiog  the  deCsent  of 
%hetr  Gody  they  reprcfent  bis  pavilion  round  about  bim  aa 
Mbick  edtmds  oftbtjkits^  Pfal.  xviii.  11.  and  fpeak  of  him  as 
widing  on  a  cloudy  Ifa^  xix.  i.  For  this  deicription  is  appro- 
priated to  God  i  and  it  denotes  that  he  makes  the  clouds, 
cither  his  covering,  or  his  chariot,  as  it  is  expreiTcd  Pfal.  civ. 
3*  or  both.  Accordingly,  the  language  of  our  Saviour  may 
be  underftood  with  the  fame  latitude.  For  while,  according, 
to  Mark,  he  (hall  coTXitwitb  the  clouds^,  chap.  xiv.  6a«  the 
expreilion  ufed  by  Matthew  f  may  be  rendered  either  in  or 
upon  tbt  clouds ;  though  the  laft  is  moll  littoral.  In  die  ufe 
of  this,  language,  our  Lord  evidently  refers  to  thofe 
prophecies  in  which  he  is  defcribed  as  coming  wiib 
ibt  clouds  of  biaviUf  and  as  furrounded  with  clouds  and 
darkntfs^  Dan.  vii.  13.  Pfal.  xcvii.  a.  The  laft  of  thefe 
paflages  indeed,  is  intimately  conneded  with  that  command 
given  to  all  the  angels  to  worjbip  bim^  ver.  7.  It  is  inconcei- 
vable, that  the  meek  and  lowly  Jefus  fliould  fpeak  of  him- 
felf,  or  that  in  both  Teftaments  he  fhould  be  defcribed  by 
the  Spirit  of  infpiration,  in  language  appropriated  to  the 
Divine  Being ;  unlefs,  in  his  coming  as  Meiliah,  he  really 
came  to  his  church  as  that  God  whom  {lie  had  fo  long  waii* 
ed  for  in  the  chara&er  of  a  Saviour,  Ifa.  zxv.  9.  There- 
fore, when  it  is  faid  that  our  Lord  iball  come  witb  clouds^  it 
denotes  that,  in  his  coming,  he  {hall  lb  difplay  his  glorious 
maje{ly,  almighty  power,  and  tremendous  vengeance  a- 
gainft  his  adverfaries,  as  incontelUbly  (o  prove  that  he  is 
God  bimfelf* 

It  is  oniverfally  admitted  that,  in  the  interpretation  of 
fcriptnre,  when  any  thing  is  more  compendioufly  expre{red 
in  one  paflage,  it  is  to  be  underftood  according  to  the  ful- 
ler account  given  in  another.  Therefore,  we  are  to  under- 
(fauid  what  is  {aid  by  Matthew,  concerning  our  Lord's  trial 

before 
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befine  the  Sanhedrim,  according  to  the  more  dfCunAaMljri 
namtiTe  of  Lake.  From  the  kttcr  we  leaiB^  diat  what  ii 
thrown  tc^getber  bjr  die  two  fiift  Evangelifli,  wna  llto  tt- 
jeft  of  two  diftinfi  interrogatieos.  It  woold  nppear  ihit 
the  fixft  fimplj  was,  An  tUm  tU  Chr^9  Lake  sdL  <y. 
To  this  Jefns  replied.  If  I  tM  ytm^  /o»  latff  «a#  hJkm. 
And  if  I  aifo  a/k  f9U9  ycm  will  mi  mtfioer  mi.  HiiPtfai, 
as  he  acknowledged  the  oUigation  of  the  oath,  he  addadi 
Halter  J^all  the  Sam  ofsmmJltomihrigliimmdafF^wtri 
or,  as  thefe  words  are  more  fiill j  expirfled  cMmlisiSb 
Htnqfierjballyf/eef  lie.  They  ooold  not  but  undfiflaad 
this  as  a  declaration  of  his  being  the  Meflhb.  For  boA 
indent  and  modem  Jews  apply  that  eharafier,  ik  8m  ^ 
moMi  *<^  ^he  paflage  in  Daniel  to  which  ou*  Locd  lafci^ 
to  the  Meffiah  *.  Althoagh  he  acknowledged  that  hp  was 
tbt  Cbrijtf  and  appropriated  to  himielf  diefe  boooon  wkkk 
^ere  foretold  as  belonging  to  him,  they  did  not  yat  pra- 
ceed  to  charge 'him  with  blafphemy.  They  oonfider  aB 
this  merely  as  prefnmptive  evidence,  and  wifli  fiir  ibme* 
thing  more  dined  as  to  the  full  extent  of  his  pretenfiom. 
Therefore,  thtnfaid  thty  att^  Art  thou  then  the  Som  ofGoJI 
If  they  confidered  this  expreffion  as  of  the  fame  meanipf 
widi  the  other,  the  queftion  was  abfurd.  For  he  had  al- 
ready acknowledged  that  he  was  the  Som  of  mam^  that  isi 
the  Chrift.  Bat  they  feem  to  onderftand  it  very  diilerently. 
For  as  foon  as  he  acknowledged  that  he  was  tbi  Son  ^Godf 
they  unanimoufly  found  him  guilty  of  bbifphemy.  Thosi 
there  fcems  to  be  no  good  reafon  to  doubt  that  die  Jews 
affixed  an  idea  of  dignity  to  this  defignation,  which  did 
not,  in  their  apprehenfion,  belong  to  either  of  the  fbnner. 
There  is  fomething  very  fingular  in  thnr  change  of  the 
term.     They  do  not  £iy.  Art  thou  them  the  Chrt/lf  or  the 

Sou 
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Sm  ofwiomf  which  would  hsve  been  moft  natnnl,  hid  all 
die  phrafei  been  fTnoDymoat ;  butt  Jtri  tbfm  item  the  Som  tf 
6mif  As  he  chimed  fiich  fignal  honoon,  they  wiibed  to 
kaow  if  he  ckimed  theaa  as  m  divine  perfim. 

If  «  the  Jews  called  it  blafphemy  to  pretend  to  be  /i« 
^  Ctr^f"  why  did  thej  never  exhibit  this  charge  againft 
Jefiu^  iriwn  he  claimed  this  chaiaftrr,  without  the  other  ? 
Why  fid  diey  ordain  that  thoie  fliould  be  only  ftii  out  tf 
th€  £fmgogm%^  who  fimM  corfefs  thai  h§  wot  the  Christ 
John  is.  %%•  Whj  did  thej  not  call  fnch  a  oonfeffioo 
Na^hm^f  Why  did  not  die  Scribes  and  Pharifees  in  tibia 
manner  take  advantage  of  Jefns  calling  himlelf  th§  Chrifi^ 
when  he  provoked  thrir  rage  by  ezpofing  their  wicked- 
nc&?  Mat.  zziiL  8. 10.  Why  did  they  not  charge  the 
apoftles  with  tUs  crime  ?  For  if  it  was  blafphemy  to  pre* 
tend  to  be  the  Chrifty  it  muft  have  been  blafphemy  to  ac- 
knowledge a  pretender  in  this  charaAtr. 

If  any  additional  evidence  be  reckoned  neceffary,  we  are 
fnpplied  widi  it  in  the  account  given  of  our  Lord's  arraign- 
ment at  the  bar  of  Pilate.  The  Jews,  fnppofing,  pertiapst 
that  ft  heathen  would  pay  no  regard  to  a  charge  of  blaf- 
phemyi  accnfied  Jefus  of  Cedition,  in  faying  that  he  was 
Umfetf  Chri/l  a  hing.  But  Pilate  acquitted  him  :  Tt  have 
iroujfhtf  he  fays,  this  man  uato  met  os  one  that  perverteth  the 
peopie:  and  hehoUf  /»  having  examined  him  heforeyon^  hone 
found  nojamlt  in  this  man^  touching  tho/e  things  \uhereofye 
a€cufi  hiuSf  Luke  xziii.  2.  14.  This  account  correfponds 
with  what  we  have  in  the  Gofpel  of  Johni  chap,  xviii. 
19.— 40.  But,  in  the  following  chapter,  he  adds  what  had 
been  omitted  by  the  other  Evangelifls.  After  Pilate,  upon 
a  lecond  examination,  had  acquitted  Jefns,  his  enemies 
firand  it  neceflary  to  difdofe  that  accuiation,  on  the  ground 
of  which  they  had  themfelves  already  condemned  him. 
We  hope  a  /aw,  fay  they,  asid  fy  our  law  he  ought  to  die^ 

hecauft 
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hicauft  hi  made  himfdfthe  Son  ofCod^  chap.  zix.  7.  Vfat 
impreiTioo  did  this  sew  crimination  make  on  the  RooHi 
Governor  ?  Whtm  Pilatt  ibtrefcn  hoard  thai  fajiag^  ht  wn 
the  more  afraid.  Our  Saviour's  acknowledgment  of  \m 
official  charader,  as  king  of  the  yews,  (one  of  the  wdU 
known  tides  of  the  Meffiah  expeded  bj  that  people),  onde 
little  impreffion  on  him.  He  knew  that  Jeliis  called  hi» 
felf  Chrifi  at  Meffiah,  Mat.  zxvii.  17.  aa.  Lake  zziiLs. 
But  now  he  (ieems  to  Pilate  to  be  accuied  as  rhiminga 
perfonal  dignity,  which  he  had  notformerlj  heard  of.  Tktf 
even  this  heathen  underftood  the  language  of  the  Jews  is 
this  fenfe,  is  evident.  For  Pilate  weat  agatm  imio  ihejmlg' 
meai-Jeat^  and  propofed  a  qneflion  plainly  implying  that,  is 
his  apprcheniiony  thefe  words,  he  madg  Umfelf  the  Som  ef 
Godf  did  not  refpeA  any  pretended  e^e,  but  his  or^fa. 
Hejaitb  unio  JefuSf  whekce  art  thouf — From  ibtmeefirth^ 
it  is  faid,  Pilate  fought  to  releafe  him,  ver.  la.  He  hsd 
done  fo  before.  But  now  he  renews  his  endeavours  with 
far  greater  eameftnefs.  And  nothing  overbalanced  his  fiear, 
occaiioncd  by  this  difcovery,  but  the  more  immediate  dan- 
ger of  being  him  felf  accufed  to  Caefar. 

Now,  to  what  law  did  the  Jews  refer,  when  they  exhi- 
bited thio  new  charge  ?  Certainly,  to  that  refpeding  Uaf- 
pheniy,  Lev.  xxiv.  ic. — 16.  For  their  own  language  li- 
mits die  reference  ; — hecaufe  he  made  himfclf  the  Som  of 
Cod.  Tliey  plainly  allude  to  the  ground  of  his  condem- 
natioh  by  their  council.  There  is  not  the  leail  e>'idence 
iliat  the  ancient  Jews  gave  the  name  of  blafphemy  to  fulie 
j)rophecy.  They  might  charge  a  falfc  prophet  with  biaL- 
|)hcmy,  if  he  uttered  any  thing  of  tliis  nature.  But  they 
(liRinguiilicd  the  crimes. 

It  has  been  feen  thut,  when  Jefus  formerly  declared  xhsi 
lie  wiis  t.Jt  S./i  rfCodf  he  was  accufed  of  blafphemy;  and 
that  he  was  thus  accufed,  beciiufe  he  feemed  to  the  Jews  to 

male 
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make  bimfelfGocLt  although,  as  they  ima^ned,  no  more  thaii 
a  man<,  John  x.  33.  Now,  as  he  was  condemned  by  the  San- 
hedrini  for  this  very  claim,  as  on  the  lame  ground  they 
urged  lus  condemnation  by  Pilate  ;  unlefs  Dr  P.  can  pro- 
diAce  pofitive  proo(^  that  this  ezpreflion,  the  Son  of  God, 
was  latterly  underftood,  by  the  enemies  of  Jefus,  in  a  fenfe 
totally  diffisrent  from  what  they  formerly  put  on  it ;  and 
that,  although  the  reafon  why  they  formerly  charged  him 
with  Uafphemy,  was  his  making  himfelf  God^  they  had  fo 
ftrangely  changed  their  ideas  of  tfab  crime  as  to  find  him  guil- 
ty of  it,  becaufe  he  claimed  an  office  merely  human ; — 
cvtTj  impartial  perfon  muil  conclude  that  Jefus  was  con- 
demned by  the  Jews,  becaufe  he  Jaid  that  God  ^vas  his 
ottMt  Father^  making  himfelf  equal  with  God. 

But  although  it  were  true  that  the  Son  of  God^  and  the 
Chrifi^  were  fynonymous  ezprellions  \  as  Jefus  knew  that 
the  Jews  had  formerly,  and  even  on  different  occafions, 
underftood'  the  firft  of  thefe,  when  ufed  by  him,  as  imply- 
ing a  cUm  of  fupreme  Deity,  and  that  after  all  his  explana- 
tioDS  they  periifted  in  their  opinion  ;  if,  when  under  oath, 
and  about  to  leal  his  teltimony  with  his  blood,  he  did  not 
ufr  every  means  for  convincing  them  that  he  claimed  no- 
thing more  dian  a  human  charaAer,  he  did  not  do  jnftice 
to  himfelf,  he  did  not  ad  a  faithful  part,  either  to  hizi 
enemies,  or  to  his  friends,  nor  did  he  guard  his  church  a- 
gainft  the  dreadful  crime  of  idolatry. 

In  a  word,  as  it  has  been  aheady  fecn  that  Jefus,  when 
accnfed  of  blafphemy  on  this  head  perfifted  in  hb  claim 
of  Sonlhip,  in  that  very  fenfe  in  which  the  Jews  under- 
ftood him,  and  proved  that  he  was  the  Son  of  God  from 
his  dcnng  the  fame  works  with  the  Father ;  if  he  be  not 
the  Son  of  God  by  nature,  as  being  a  divine  Perfon,  he  was 
juftly  condemned  as  a  blafphemer.' 

Before  leaving  this  part  of  the  fiibjeA,  I  may  obferve 
2  that 
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that  even  the  Centurioay  who  fuperintended  tbe  cracifiiMi 
of  our  SftviouTy  immediately  upon  his  death  ezpfe&d  1 
fiill  convifiioa  of  his  being  the  Son  of  God.  We  aicii- 
fbrmed  by  Lake,  indeed,  that  he  (aid  \  Ctrtaimfy  ihig  hi 
a  righteous  man^  chap.  zziiL  47.  But  we  are  noc  dicaoeto 
conclude,  that  he  meant,  or  that  he  laid,  notfaing  moce  das 
that  Jefus  was  innocent  of  the  crime  &r  which  he  had  beet 
condemned.  It  mnft  previoufly  be  proved,  not  ooly  dut 
tbe  Cbrifif  and  tbe  Son  of  Godf  are  fynonymous  expccflioBii 
but  that  tbe  Son  ^  GoJf  and  a  rigbteomi  mam,  are  lb  toa 
For  the  Centurion  laid ;  Truly  tbh  vmu  tbe  Som  of  Gi^fli 
as  the  words  may  be  rendered,  TZiir.  war  trmfy  tht  Sm^ 
Godf  Matt,  zzvii.  54.  Matters  being  lb  ordered  by  tbe 
Spirit  of  xnfpiration,  that  what  is  not  U>  taUj  recfltdedk 
one  gofpel,  is  to  be  learned  fitm  another;  firomacsB- 
parifbn  of  the  different  accounts  of  Matthew  and  Lohe^ 
it  is  moft  natural  to  conclude,  that  the  Ccntnxioo  at  fiift  a* 
prefled  his  perfuafion  of  our  Saviour's  innocenoe ;  and  tkcB, 
perhaps  in  conlequence  of  the  reflefiions  of  tbo/i  ibat  wen 
nvitb  bifUy  declared  his  convidion  of  the  divinity  of  die 
fufierer.  IThe  circumftances  that  induced  him  to  this  coo- 
feflion,  were  not  fuch  as  could  have  been  ezpefied,  akboa^ 
a  mere  man  had  fuffered  wrongfully.  Tbe  eartbqmaiet  mi 
the  things  that  were  done^  viz.  the  preternatural  darknefi, 
the  rending  of  tbe  rocks,  and  opening  of  graves,  are  men- 
tioned by  Matthew.  But  the  circumftance  peculiarly  mark- 
ed, as  making  the  ftrongeft  imprefEon  on  the  Cestnrioo, 
is  the  proof  which  Jefus  gave  of  his  being  in  full'  flrength 
in  the  very  article  of  death.  This  officer,  who  moft  pro- 
bably had  feen  many  executions  of  the  lame  kind,  bad 
always  obferved  that  the  ftrength  of  the  fufierer  was  gn- 
dually  wafted,  fo  that  before  expiring  he  was  incapaMc  of 
the  leaft  exertion.  But  when  he  fisiw  that  Jefus^  cn§d  aaf, 
that  is,  as  previoufly  ezprefled,  mtb  a  kmd  vofiwi  and  gnm 
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^  the  gbofif  be  fidd^  7rufy  ibis  man  was  tbe  Son  of  God^ 
Ifarkxv.  39.  As  Jefus  expired,  while  his  natural  ftiipngtb 
nras  uoabated,  the  Centarion  ieems  to  have  concluded  that 
u»  death  was  a  voluntary  aft,  and  not  the  cfied  of  his  iiif- 
Seringi. 


C  H  A  P.    m. 

0/  tbe  T^eJKmoiy  of  Jefus  bimfe^f  ameermmg  bu  Smfbif. 

TT7  E  (koidd  now  inqtiire»  ill  what  fienfe  our  Lord  him- 
fidf  catted  God  his  FatliKr,  or  claimed  the  relatioa 
of  8  Sob.  What  bdbnj^  to  this  head  has  been  in  a  great 
menlbre  anticipated  on  the  laA.  The  go^d-hiftoryy  how- 
ctner,  adfiNrdi  vimous  pro6&  of  the  nleanbig  and  extent  o£ 
this  cbdm,  diftinfi  from  thole  alread j  illnftrated. 

X.  Jefiib  reprefients  htotiielf  as  a  Sobf  and  as  beloved  of 
the  Fadier,  hefoire  his  mffim.  Thus,  in  the  parable  of  the 
vkieTard,  h^  iays ;  Hatmg  ym  tberifore  one  SoMf  bis  weff* 
beioveJf  be  fent  bim  aljb  unto  tbem^  Mark  xii.  6.  Parabo- 
lical hiftorj,  indeed,  does  not,  in  all  its  circumfiances,  ad- 
mit of  a  ftrifi  interpretation.  But  this  is  ab&dutely  necef- 
faij  with  refped  to  thofe  which  conftitute  the  proper  fub- 
jeft  of  the  paraUe.  Now,  as  the  fubjeft  of  that  referred 
to,  is,  the  infinite  love  of  God  manifefted  to  his  andedt 
people,  notwithftanding  their  continued  unworthinois,  in 
feadittg  his  Son  to  them  y  and  the  greatneis  df  their  gaiit 
in  rejcAing  bim )  unkfi  it  be  nnderftood  that  God  had  a 
Son,  an  oidy  Son,  who  was  the  objeA  of  his  love,  and 
ttkatdaiXj  his  heir,  before  he  was  fimt,  there  is  not  the  leaft 
^oprietj  in  the  ftoraUe*  The  diftindion  between  him 
and  the  lervams  b  loft.  The  gifeat  evidence  of  the  love 
•f  ^  lord  of  the  vine  jard,  in  fendiiig  this  one  fon^  bis 
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well-helwedn  diiappears.  We  can  perceive  no  jnft  leafai 
for  afnibini^  to  God,  after  the  manner  of  man,  a  ratiaad 
ground  of  hope,  that  the  hu(bandmen  would  nveremci  dm 
lall  meffengery  notwithftandtng  their  rejedion  of  all  wfa» 
preceded  him.  In  a  word,  if  the  Son  be  not  eflSentuIly 
fuperior  to  all  the  other  meflengers,  that  cunfidention,  whkb 
the  parable  fcems  deiigned  to  point  out,  as  conftitunng  the 
great  guilt  of  thefe  hufbandmen,  and  as  expoling  them  to  di- 
vine vengeance  more  than  any  thing  they  had  formerijdooe, 
is  found  to  be  a  mere  illullon. 

3.  He  reveals  himfelf  as  a  Son  incwnprtbemfihU  to  ifl 
creatures.  No  one  knovseth  the  Son  hut  the  Father^  MaLzL 
37.  •  Did  we  confider  thefe  words  as  *  rsfpeding  the  Jegm 
of  knowledge,  they  would  illuftnte  the  imperfiedioo  of 
that  of  the  mofl  eminent  fiunts.  But  they  efpecially  refa 
to  the  iind  of  knowledge.  Paul,  much  as  he  knew  of  the 
love  of  Chrifi,  declares  that  it  pajffeib  knBwkdgt^  Y^m  iiL 
19.  Our  Saviour's  language  aife  particularly  denotes  the 
incomprehenfiblenefs  of  the  objed.  Therefore  it  is  tfan 
exprefled  in  Luke,  No  one  knowetb  who  the  Son  is^  but  the 
Father,  chap.  x.  22.  His  eflrnce  is  a  myftery  to  every  crea- 
ture. His  mode  of  fubfiflence,  as  the  Son,  is  equally  a 
myftery.  Had  he  been  merely  Jefus  the  fon  of  Mary,  or 
had  he  been  the  fon  of  Jofeph,  as  many  perfuade  them- 
felves  ;  would  not  his  prefumption  have  been  unparatleledi 
in  (peaking  in  this  manner  ? 

3.  Our  Lord  declares  that  he  b  a  Son  who  perfefUj 
knows  the  nature  of  the  Father.  No  one  knoiveth  the  Fa- 
ther j  firve  the  Son  J  Mat.  xi.  27.  This  may  be  viewed  ia 
connexion  with  what  is  faid,  John  i.  18.  No  one  hath  fan 
God  at  any  tt\:ie :  the  only  begotten — hath  declared  him,  or, 
hath  afted  th-  part  nf  an  interpreter,  Thefe  e^reffions,  as 
well  as  that  already  cont:de-ed,  rcfpeft,  not  merely  the  de- 
greei  but  the  very  naMre  of  the  knowledge.  The  lan- 
guage 
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gnage  excludes  all  creaturet^  angels  as  well  as  men.  They 
may  have  Ibme  imperfeft  ideas  of  the  Father.  But  iiSki? 
no  omtf  no  creature  of  any  brd^fy  baibften  God.  All  others 
know  him  hy  reflefiion  from  iiis  works,  or  by  revelation* 
The  Son  alone  knows  him  by  intuition ;  being  intimately 
acquainted  with  his  nature,  perfedioos,  pnrpofes  and  ope- 
rations. Whatever  juft  apprehenfions  we  have  of  the  Fa^ 
ther,  are  from  the  Son :  No  one  knovatb  tbt  Fatber^fane  be 
to  MfbomfiiVir  tbi  Son  vnll  nveal  bim.  Our  Saviour's 
language  does  not  merely  deny  a  perfefi  knowledge  of 
the  Father,  but  any  true  knowledge  of  him,  except  in  this 
way;  efpecially  as  it  is  recorded  by  Luke,  ATo  one  inow^ 
£ib  WHO  tbe  Fatber »,  Slc.  chap.  x.  2a.  We  have  the 
lame  declaration  elfe where ;  Not  tbat  amy  one  batbfeen  tbe 
Fatber^  foot  be  vaho  u  of  God^  that  is,  by  eternal  generation, 
be  batb  feen  tbe  Fatber^  John  vi.  46.  Our  Lord  does  not 
merely  aflert,  that  he  knows  the  Father  in  a  way  diflEerent 
from  that  of  every  other,  but  that  he  knows  him  as  per- 
feflly  as  he  is  known  by  the  Father :  As  tbe  Fatber  inowetb 
AM,  even  fo  inow  I  tbe  Fatber^  John  x.  15.  In  what  man« 
ner  (bever  the  Father  knows  the  Son,  thefe  words,  as  well 
as  thole  formerly  mentioned,  neceflarily  imply  that  in  the 
felf-lame  manner  the  Son  knows  the  Father.  Otherwile 
our  Lord  hath  exprefled  himfelf  fo  as  to  expofe  his  dilciples 
to  the  moft  dangerous  error.  Indeed,  this  perfeft  know- 
ledge of  the  Father  is  mentioned  by  Jefus  as  the  foun- 
dation and  evidence  of  his  per&A  knowledge  of  his  (heep, 
ver.  14.  How  could  he  know  who  were  the  objeds  of  the 
Father's  eternal  love,  how  could  he  diOinguifh  them  in  all 
places  whither  they  were  fcattered,  and  gather  them  in  all 
their  fncceflive  generations,  efpecially  as  they  conftitute  a 
mmltitude  wbicb  no  man  can  mnmber^  unlels  he  per£edly 
knew  the  Father  \  or,  in  other  yrords,  unlefr  his  knowledge 
were  infinite  ?  If,  then,  Jeibs  declared  that  there  was 
Vol.  L  C  a  fo 
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{o  wide  a  diflerence  between  his  knowledge  nd  dnt  of  » 
very  other,  that  he  knew  the  Father  as  perfrffiy  ai  lie  wm 
known  bj  him  ;  he,  in  the  moft  ftriking  manner,  *^*i«*A«J 
blmlelf  as  a  Son  partaking  of  the  fame  divine  natfeiie. 

4.  Jefus  claims  the  hononr  of  being  a  Son  vdio  All  tM 
ibg  works  of  his  Father*  This  we  ^ave  ahreadj  leak  in  ge^ 
i\|eral,  when  confidering  his  reply  to  the  efaarge  of  Ult« 
phemj.  For  he  fays  \  Wbai  ibingsfoevir  ibe  Faiitr  daib, 
tbife  alfo  doib  ibe  Son  likewife^  John  v.  19.  Biit  tihoiigh  a 
general  declaration  of  this  would  be  a  fnfficient  gromid  fiir 
&Ith,  our  Lord  is  pleaied  to  delcend  to  particalali.  fk 
proclaims  his  power  to  connnunicate  life  to  the  dcif : 
For  as  tbe  Fatbtr  raifdb  uf  tbi  dead  asid  fmidtemiib  ibtm^ 
evenfo  ibe  Son  qukiimeib^  ver.  ai«  Now,  it  ia  Godyabo 
quickemetb  ibe  dead^  Rom.  iv.  1 7.  UtUo  God  tbe  LotdbA^ 
ibe  iffuesfrom  deaib^  Pfal.  Izvm.  lo.  Jefiia  alio  daims  the 
work  of  judgment*  For  ibe  Faiber  jtsdgdi  no  atai«  tm 
haib  eommsiied  all  judgment  mUo  the  Son,  John  ▼•  al.  Whe- 
ther we  underftand  thefe  words  of  the  final  jiidgment, 
which  is  evidently  meant,  ver.  27.  or  of  the  (eparatioo 
which  he  msJces,  by  the  gofpel,  of  his  fheep  from  the  reft 
of  the  world ;  the  argument  b  the  fame.  If  Jefus  be 
judge,  either  his  feiitcnce  is  definitive,  or  it  is  not.  If  de- 
finitive, he  is  the  Supreme  Judge,  and  therefore  God*  For 
he  is  undoubtedly  fuprcme,  from  whofe  fentence  there  lies 
no  appeal.  If  not ;  ail  judgment  is  not  committed  to  the  Son. 
-  That  is  not  true  which  Jefus  hath  faid,  Tbe  Faiber  ju^eth 
no  man.  For  he  mult  judge  thofe  who  complain  of  error 
in  the  judgment  of  a  creature.  There  inuil  be  two  judges^ 
the  one  human,  the  other  divine :  whereas,  the  fcriptHre 
uniformly  fpeaks  of  one  only.  It  alfo  follo^  that  the 
day  of  tbe  Lord  Jefus  is  not  tbe  lajl  day*  Jufiice  requires 
that  there  fhruld  be  another  trial. 

But  it  cannoc  be  laid  witli  any  femblance  of  reafon^  that 
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Hm  iia»  ts  the  delcgnlr  of  GMt  ui.thfld!fprta  of 
yadgmmA,  He  wcmld  bt  totaUy  unfit  for'Ua  :  Ifaw  CfMili{ 
bckiiM%  fKH  ontf  all  the  iMrds  tnd  jitfikioaA  bnir^  JtlM 
tboqjgto  of  men  ?  AUhoogh  ft  mere  man  fliould  be  fup^ 
poted  tO!  bftm  «  communkued  kaowkdge  of  tbe  heaarti^ 
yet  thit  being  limited  and  grsdiial,  as  all  ooaamanicadeM 
to  a  creature  muft  be,  could  not  qualify:  ftira  for  bein§ 
Jndgit  of  the  worldt  For  he  who  ia  fo^  mnft  knoir  all 
things  at  once,  and  be  jahle^  by  one  intoitiye- glance,  osr<r 
tainlj  to  diftinguilh  the  goats  from  the  flierp*.  Sociniani^ 
therafore,  while  tbtyaftribe  dl  judgment  to  the  Son,  bl.i 
volantarilj  aficribe  dei^  to  him.  For  what  they  grant 
neceflarilj.fuppofea  omnUcienoe. 

But  indeed,  God  hath  precluded  himfclf,  hj  his  own- 
word«.fi:om  employing  a  mere  creature,  how  well  qnalified 
foever  he  be  fnppoled,  in  the  work  of  judgment.     God  h 
tbfjudge^  Plel-  Ixxv.  7.     Tie  dead^  fmall  and  greats  Jiimd 
htfore  God^  Rev.  zz*  la.      God  ii  Judge  bimfetf^Yial.  1.  €l 
Therelbre,  itcannot  be  laid,  that  Jefus  a£b  as  a  mere  inftt*&* 
ment.     In  this  cafe,  he  would  not  defervethe  name  6f 
Judge.     But  we  have  a  decifive  proof  of  i3xt  trvt&i  of  whttd 
is  aflerted,  from  the  end  for  which  judgment  is  committefti 
to  him.     It  is,  that  all  pun  fttould  honemr  tbe  Son^  even  as 
they  bommr  tbe  Fatber^  ver.  23.     This  language  neccflattly 
denotes  all  that  honour  which  belongs  to  the  Father ;  as 
maj  be  afterwards  dcmonftrated.     But  if  £6,  how  irrational- 
is  it  to  imagine  that  one  fhouki  be  employed  merely  as -a 
deputy  for  this  end !  When  men  employ  fubftitutes,  is  it 
not  rather  for  maintaining  their  own  honour?  But  if  a 
prince  ihoiild  refign  the  whole-  exercife  of  judgment  into 
the  hands  of  another,  with  this  ezpiels  declaration  that  he 
wus  to  have  the  Cime  honour  as  himfelf,  and  diat  this  waa 
the  very  defign  of  the  refignation,  would   not  every  one 
juftly  infer,  that  it  was  hb  will  that  the  other  fhould  be 
confidercd  a^  his  equal  ? 

Cc2  ;r 


4P4  Of  ihi  ^efiimmfof  Jifm  Hmfilf^        Kaok  Iff. 

If  thelie  words- be  underfiood  of  thkt  gracioiiB  iSSdaBaoBt 
whkh  ot^'  Lord  iDakes«  a^  to  all  whom  die  Father  hith 
given  him,  by  means  of  Ae  Crofpel ;  Sill  thej  demoBflnie 
hb  deitj*  For,  as  has  been  feen  on  die  laft  proofi;  bt 
ahme  bqaalified  (m  diis  work,  who  perfedly  knttwtlht 
pnrpoCes-Df  die  Fadier ;  and  no  one '  can*  dina  know  bin, 
nnlefi  he'.be  of  die  fiune  eflence; 

.  The  work  accomplifhed  in  diis  leparation,  is  itfelf  di- 
vine. ■.  Hius  Jefus  .delcribes  it;  ITbi  iaur-^mow  ar,  Ittfa* 
tjkt  dsad  fiall  bear  the  voice  of  tie  Som  of  God  f  emdthy 
tiat  bear  :flfaU  livi^  ver.  15.  Hie*  qttickenilig  of  dead 
fimb  is  metoit;  as  it  is  eUewhere  ikid,  TWr  batb  he  qmiitw 
edf  who  were  dead  in  trefpeffts  amd  JUu^  £ph.  ii.  i.  Bar 
this  is  As  ttaUy  die  work  of  God  as  raifing  thofe  iriio  ait 
Ikerally  dead :  and  the  allufion  evidendy  fiippofes  tliia.  Ir 
1^  God  v^  commimded  the  light  to  jUm  aatt  of  darkufif 
who  Jbinet  im  ottr  hearts.  The  Gol^  ivemployed  m  At 
n^an^  9at  of  ilfidf  it  is  totsallj  inadequate  to  die  end. 
Indeed,  it  is  comnutCted  to  men  for  this  very  purpofe,  that 
the  ^vork  may  appear  to  be  God's.  But  we  have  ibis  trea- 
fure  in  earthen  vejfels,  that  the  excellency  of  the  power  may 
be  of  Godf  and  not  of  vj,  1  Cor.  iv.  6,  7.  When  fiuth  is 
wrought  in  the  heart,  it  i&  by  on  exceeding  greatnefs  of 
power^  which  has  no  parallel,  lave  that  which  God 
the  Father  wrought  in  Chrift^  when  he  raifed  bum  again 
from  the  dead,  £ph.  i.  19,  20.  God  appeals  to  this  fpiri- 
tual  FefurreAion  as  a  convincing  proof  of  his  infinite  power: 
TeJbaU  know  that  I  am  the  Lord^  or  JcHoVAir,  wheal 
haw  opened  your  graves^ — and  fball  put  my  Spirit  in  yoUf 
Czek.  xxxvii.  13,  14.  Now,  Jefus  alTiupes  us,  that  all 
this  is  eifefted  by  his  voice.  It  gives  life :  and  this  life 
is  communicated  by  him,  not  as  an  inftrument,  but  as 
a  primary  agent.  Therefore  he  adds,  as  the  reafon  of 
his  claiming  this  power :  For  as  the  Father  hath  life  in  him- 
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^f:  fi  batb  hi  given  4o  the  Son  to  iuvi  lifi  in  himfi^^ 
▼er.  a6. 

Tbtfie  Wotds  have  been  gedenllj  nnderftood,  ai  jrtfer- 
ling  only  to  the  deitj  of  Ohfift,  ttid  as  ezpseffiag  what 
hat  beea  ealled  the  commynieatimt  of  thi  divine  effence  to 
him.  But,  in  my  apprehenfion,  this  hngnage,  aa  it  has  nor 
die  fiuiAioa  o£  fcripcnwy  oonvcys  an  idea  iooonfifletft  wtdl 
die  general  tenor  of  its  dodrinc.  It  Heeins  vesy  phun,  thit 
Jefiss  here  fpeakaof  himiUlf  Immediately  with  reiped  to 
Ikis  mediatory  charafier.  Every  whece  eUe,  when  lan- 
guage of  this  kind  is  nfed,  it  denotes  difpenfiiUon.  Thb 
gift  is  aXb  mentioned  in  the  dofeft  connexion  with  that  of 
judgment,  which  evidendy  refpeds  him  as  Mediator.  For 
-kHimiediately  follows ;  And  iati  given  Urn  authority  to 
exeemie  judgment  alfo^  becentfe  he  is 'the  Son  of  J7v<ff,  %cr.i7 

But  whatever  difference  there  may  be  in  the  immediate 
application  of  the  words,  they  neceiTarily  imply,  that  the 
'Son  hath  life  as  really  in  himCelf  as'its  fountain,  and  as  com^ 
•pletely  in  his  power,  as  the  'Father,    Whatever  the  phxaie, 
in  himfdf  fignifies  in  die  one  ode,  it  nmft  fignify  in  the 
odier.    The  mode  of  ezpreffion  gives  no  countenance  to 
die  abfurd  dofirine  of  a  derived  deity.    For  it  is  not  faid 
•that  the  Father  haih  given  tife  to  the  jlwr,  that  he  might 
iave^i  in  hinffelf;  but  that  he  hath  given  to  die  Son  that 
be  anight  have  life  in  bimfelf.     The  term  Auu  giveUf 
does  not  ftem  to  refier  to  the  life  itfelf,  but  to  the  manner 
<sl  having  it.    The  Father  hadi  conceded  to  the  Son,  that 
-lie  (hould  have,  hold  or  poffefs  this  lifie,  in  his  whole  perfbn 
as  Godman,  and  diat  in  this  charafkr  he  ihoold  confer  it  on 
otheiB.    This  oould  odly  be  by  an  afi  of  conoeiGon  or  dif- 
peafisition*    For,  though  die  life  itfielf  eflentially  belongs 
to  die  Son,  as  to  the  divine  nature,  equally  with  the  Fa- 
ther;  yet  he  hadi  no  ri^t  to  hoU  this  life  in  human  na- 
ture, or  feverdglkly  to  difpcnft  it  in  .an  in&ribr  chaiafler, 
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tMnat,  m  gnmt  oa  tke  pvtcf  the  Fidicr»  l» 
hath  volnntarilj  fobjeSed  himfrlf. 
Whit  onr  Locd  «fiem  k  fiaply  tbn.  dtr  ihe 

laith  gpMttd  to  Urn  dwt,  in  ft  Mw  idaika»  he  ilMBU  Ml 
ttid  cooiDHHutete  chat  life  wtoh  propcriy  hrWiy  t»  Mm 
ia  the  Su-  It  ja  vsiii  ior  S^ciniaiaiofaciMddfct  Jdh 
im  l|Mka  of  liiikifel£  aa  rtr  &«V«a«  aa  iMr  &A 
Ifaat  ky  aa  a  mese  toan.  Fof  Ais  ^ctj  gnaa  nimaftii^l 
Ibppofiei  fba  Ihpfcme  I>cii3r  tf  itt  objea.  W«n  Jcfa 
s  meremaa  be  migbt  ^MT /r]^.  Bat  ifidi  ao  fvqpday 
<oiflditbe4ttd,Cl»the  hMdii/eimii^fiif.  UnklakeiiaK 
God  M  weU  aa  man,  how  conld  be  Iwvojtaf  ^  JUr 

J.  It  hath  been  already  c>hfierved«  chat  Onr  Lofld, 

Soaing  with  the  Jews,  daintii  the  lilme  atn— ypf 
-wricfa  die  Ffttfaer.  TUa  itequifea  n  litde 
don.  If  C^  iSoM  yntriaavfi  mkai  ir  mflt  Jo^ 
Inth  this  power^  cttfaer  by  (doiiatiaa»  or  efl«^iiaUy.  Be 
etnnot,  as  a  mete  ^reatufe,  ha^e  cfais  power  by  ^'t—iiim 
For^  to  iiippofe  that  God  would  confer  tti  a  creature  i2ie 
power  of  ading  fovereignly,  wpuid  be  to  fuppofb  that  be  re- 
nounced his  own  Deity.  Foir  a  creature,  vefled  with  power 
to  aft  entirdy  according  to  his  own  pleafure,  would  be  no 
longer  dependent  and  accountable ;  the  idea  of  ibb&ui&an 
to  the  win  of  a  fuperior  being  neoeffiuily  implied  in  that 
^f  dependence,  and  dependence  being  the  foandadon  of 
le^onfibility.  Therefore,  a  fovfereign  and  independent 
cveatnre,  is  a  contradiflion  in  terms.  But  if  this  zi|^ 
Kflentially  belong  to  the  Son,  be  ia  tnife  Cvod.  For  favc- 
teignty  is  an  unalienable  pterogsttive  of  de^y.  Omr  Cml 
baibdom  wbaijfatugr  be  pkajfei i^^g^ing^  I  ^illdo  alt^^ 
fieafuri.  Vial.  cxv.  3.  ISn.  advi.  xo.  N^metanjlay  bis  bfimif 
or  faj.  wHq  brntf  Wbast  i^ft  ibdu?.  Dan,  iv.  35.  Au  if  the 
bon  be.cfientially  diOina;  IbaiB.  tbo  Fli^,  htt  tn^yliqr 
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onto  hiiDff  tViat  dofi  tbomf  For  be  is  equally  fovexeign 
with  tbe  Father.  He  qnickeneth  evemfo  as  the  Father  doth. 
TberefiDce,  we  muft  either  fii|>poIe  the  ezifleoce  of  two 
difiiiift  independent  principles,  or  giant  that  the  Father 
and  Soa  are  eflentiallj  one. 

ladeedt  the  Son  quickens  thofic  bnlj  whom  the  Father 
iutfa  given  him,  John  xviL  %•  But  this  aiBbrds  no  proof 
dut  the  will  of  the  Son  is  not  equally  fovereign  with  that 
of  die  Father  \  hot,  on  the  contrsxy,  fhewb  that  it  is,  by 
demoaftimting  a  perfefi  identity  of  mIL  For,  as  nothing  in 
one  part  of  ficripture  can-  difprove  the  truth  of  what  b 
pbinLy  taoght  in  anotber  \  the  one  declaration  is  not  to  be 
viewed  in  oppofition  to  the  other,  but  both  muft  be  dbder^ 
fiood  in  their  connefiion.  If,  therefore,  ih  Som  quicieneth 
iB&aw  bt  mO,  evim  as  the  Father ;  and  at  tbe  fame  time 
qnickeneth  thofe  only  whom  the  Father  wills  to  be  quicken- 
ed; the  xeafioo  mufi  be,,  that  Father  and  Son  have  eflentially 
one  wilL  To  iay,  that  ilft  Som  fuicienHb  wbom  be  witt,  be- 
cauie,  M  o  creature,  his  will  is  perfefily  fubjeded  to  that  of 
God,  would  be  to  make  the  Holy  Scripture  a  mere  play  of 
words.  For  in  this  cafe,  it  would  have  been  {hamelels  ar- 
rogance in  a  lervant  to  have  fpokeo  of  his  own  wilL  His 
language  oi^t  to  have  been ;  **  As  the  Father  quickeneth, 
^  £b  the  Son  quickeneth  whom  ebe  Fatber  will."  Were  a 
fiibjeft,  becaufe  he  implicitly  obeyed  his  lord,  to  fay  that  he 
did  whatfoever  himfelf  pleafed ;  efpecially  if,  in  this  refpeA, 
he  flionld  compare  his  own  condud  with  hb;  faying, ''  As 
"  my  lord  taxes,  condemns,  and  pardons,  even  fo  I  taz^ 
*'  condemn,  and  pardon  whom  I  will ;"  would  not  his  lb- 
vcrdgn  account  him,  either  a  madman,  or  a  traitor  ? 

6f  jefios  exhibits  himfelf  as, a  Son  entitled  to  the ySniie 
k^mamr  with  the  Father.  72f  Fatber  baib  committed  alljtu^^ 
misU  to  tbe  Son :  tbmt  all  menjbould  bonowr  tbe  Som,  even  ai 
tbg^  bomettr',  tbo  FofbfTt  Joim  v.  aa.  23.    Socinians  have 
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been  greatlj  finmbled  as  to  this  poiat.    Tbcj  4o  Ml 
merelj  contndift  each  other :  hot  there  sre  tjiIob  is- 
fiances  of  the  fame  writer  contndiSmg  himfidf.     SociMB; 
and  the  moft  of  his  followen  in  Poland,   m^situBed  tte 
the  Son  was  to  be  worQiippedy  erea  as  the  Father. 
the  generality  of  their  fncccSbn  haTr  denied  diis ; 
the  impoflibtlitj  of  giving  anj  planSble  replj  to  Ae 
ments  of  their  opponents  in  proof  of  the  deitjof  Chril; 
while  themCelves  grant  that  he  is  entitled  to  the  worftipef 
God  Sopreme.    Dr  P.  (ays  of  the  text  imder  ctwfideratiaa, 
that  €Vtn  as  fignifies  ai  vrell as  the  Father;  adiSng,  **  The 
'^  fame  word  is  nfed  where  it  can  have  no  oCher  farfe,  b 
*'  John  xvii.  33.  And  haft  towd  them  as  thorn  hmft  hvedwm; 
"  that  is*  not  in  the  (ame  df  gree,  bat  Utwife  *•"*    B«t 
where  is  the  proof  that  this  parrick  can  have  no  other 
lenfc?  Is  our  anthor's   aflertion  fnfficient?  How  can  fce» 
according  to  hb  principles,  {hew   that  die  degree  of  the 
Father's  love  to  believers  is  not  the  bmeasoftfaatto 
Jf  fus  ?  Certainly,  this  aflertion  is  not  in  a  (late  of  the  moft 
perfcA  concord  with  what  we  have  in  the  lUuftration  im- 
mediately preceding,  that,  **  whatever  be  the  union  between 
'*  the  Father  and  the  Son,  his  difciples  are  capable  of  it 
*'  wi'h  rcfpefl  to  them  both.'     But  how  capahie^  if  pre- 
vented by  an  inferior  d.*gree  of  love  on  the  part  of  God^ 
However,  it  rather  favours  of  abfurdity,  to  fpeak  of  degree^ 
with  ttiftBt  to  the  love,  or  any  perfeAion  of  the  divine 
nature.     All  his  love  muft  be  allowed  to  be  infinite;  un- 
lefs  our  author  pleafe  to  avail  himfelf  of  a  doftrine  which 
Sncinians  have  been  long  charged  with,  that  this  is  more 
than  can  be  aflerted  of  God  himfelf.     But  if  any  ihoold 
choofe  to  fay,  that  Jefus  does  not  here  fpeak  of  the  loTe  of 
the  Father  to  him  as  his  eternal  Son,  but  as  Head  of  the 
Church,   in  which  refpeA  he  and  all  the  members    are 

viewed  as  one  Chrifi  (x  Cor.  xii.  X2.)  \  the  DoAor  coold 

not 

•  Firnil   lUuf^r.  p.  34. 
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aot  confifteotlj  objeft  to  the  ezplanrntioiiy  or  eafily  prove  a 
Xfferencc  as  to  the  degree  of  love. 

Bat,  thooj^  it  were  admitted  that  ms  denotes  liketuji 
onlj,  with  refpeA  to  love,  notbiDg  more  could  be  inferred, 
tfian  d»t  the  word  mAhi  does  not  always  point  oot  equalitf\ 
which  no  one  ever  dionght  of  aflerting.  When  afed  as  to 
fnbjefls  difirent  in  necore,  it  fignifies  refemblance  only. 
But,  with  refpeft  to  thole  of  the  fame  naiare»  it  denotes 
perieft  eqnalitj.  Now,  it  is  evidently  nfed  in  this  iienfiB 
here.  For,  as  we  have  ^ready  proved,  onr  Lord  has  pre* 
vioofly  afiSsrted,  in  the  ftrongeft  terms,  his  nnity  of  eflence 
with  the  Father,  as  manifiefied  by  unity  of  power  and  ope- 
ration*. 

After  quoting  thefe  words.  Hi  tiei  homomnii  not  tie 
So&f  hommnth not tbe Faibtr  vAo  fatt  Um^  the  DoAorfiiys; 
*<  This  vccy  laft  danfe  fufficiently  fliews  that  the  honour 
"  to  which  Chrift  is  entitled  u  not  on  account  of  i^rfiat  ha 

m 

"  is,  or  has,  ofhimfeift  bnt  on  account  of  what  he  derives 
^  from  God,  as  his  ambaffador  f/'  This  claufe,  indeed, 
proves  that  he  has  fiich  a  miffion  as  does  not  derogate  in 
the  leaft  from  his  efiiendal  dignity,  that  he  comes  vefted 
with  all  the  majefiy  of  the  divine  nature.  But  it  can  never 
nrove,  that  he  derives  his  title  to  this  honour  from  his  mif- 
fion. Were  a  fovereign  to  lend  his  own  ion,  the  partner 
of  hb  dirone,  on  an  embafly  of  peaco  to  rebels,  informing 
diem  that,  if  they  did  not  honour  the  illnftrious  ambaffador, 
diey  did  not  honour  himlUf  who  lent  him ;  it  would  be 
ftmge  realbning  thence  to  infer,  that  the  prince  was  en- 
dtled  to  no  honour  but  what  he  derived  from  hu  charafier 
as  an  ambaflador.  TUs  is,  indeed,  the  amount  of  our  an- 
dior^  realbning.  But  Jefiu  is  not  merely  Cent,  but  fait  as 
a  Son.    The  work  affigned  him  is  particularly  ddciibed, 

not 

•  Tid.  GUffii  itilol.  Ub. iii.  t  5-  cu*  «7-  ^  <ot^  *^'*  ^ 

t  Fuul.  lUaftr.  p.  t4,  «5- 
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aot  as  -die  SmwAastim^  bet  m  tbe  crideBfie  of  th«t 
to  which  he  is  entitled.  Did  the  Father  aoiean  thtt  th 
Bob  AoaU  be  hsnqored  only  in  an  inftrior  dcgxec^  he 
itodd  affign  Um  work  fitited  tp  aniofcriioraafimeBlfi 
fail  perlbraMBoe  af  which  wobU  be  no  temptatian  i»  ghc 
tiiat  hoacnr  to  tbe  ambafladori  which  is  iiippc4ed  to  bekii 
ta  him  done  who  iends.  But  |be  work  ooqunitacdtolk 
fioD  is  proper  to  God  only.  It  is  his  aflaetial  ppen^gasiw 
ta  qaickcnifae  dead.  Ram.  iv.  ly.  to  judge  the  wodd»  JU- 
L  fi.  eo  give  eternal  iifie,  PlaL  Ixviii.  2o.  If,  fhctrfwt^it 
bethe  expreb  defign  of  the  Father,  in  committing  cccin 
amik  to  the  8oo«  to  be  performed  by  him  in  onr  nattfi^ 
that  he  be  honoured,  in  confequenoe  of  it*  according  to  dK 
vatnre  of  the  work«  which  is  undoobtedly  the  plam  joon- 
ingaf  onr  6avk«r's  language;  i^  at  the  iame  time,  Ac 
Father  (isad  him  to  do  the  iame  kind  of  work  with  him- 
icif,  and  io  the  fiune  manneri  nay,  the  ielf-iama  wpifcf 
ver.  19.  ax»«  we  juftly  conclude,  that  it  mnft  be  the  wiBsf 
die  Fatlier,  that  he  ihonld  have  the  lame  kind  and  degree 
of  hoBoitr. 

Had  Jrins  meant  to  inform  liis  hearers,  that  his  miiSoo 
was  the  only  foundation  of  his  title  to  honour,  he  certainlj 
would  have  ufed  the£e  terms  which  were  not  liable  to  mi- 
ftake,  as  evidently  referring  to  his  official  charatfier  only. 
But  as  he  retains  that  very  language  which  had  be«9i  un- 
derfiood  by  them  with  refped  to  eflence,  it  clearly  fliews 
that  be  proclaimed  this  as  the  proper  foundation  of  his 
title.  By  connefiing  his  delegated  witli  his  eflential  cha- 
taflcr,  and  alio  with  that  of  the  Father,  in  thefe  wordsf 
Ht  that  kcnmfnth  noi  the  Aur,  bonouretb  not  tbt  Father  who 
path  S£5T  him^  he  tacitly  affigns  the  reafon  of  his  original 
dignity  being  denied  \  his  humiliation  being  the  great  ob- 
flacle  to  the  carnal  mind.  Tlius,  he  alfo  ihews  the  great 
ag^vation-of  the  £uilt  of  thofe  who  fdr  this  reafon  rcjed 

'  biixvr 


hitai.    For  the  wofk,  ibr  i^diich  Ik  itiosictit,  cotitttm^M. 
iBntriaiii  pn)rf  of  fcv  fiiprcae  Xkatj  v  «nd  the  tqeftwii 
flf  Jma  lii  a  &II  ^nwsf  ii  a  dfiiiMl,.iiA.q«l7<^  the  audio* 
ffhj^  bat  of  the  vecj  ttffettce  o£;t]le£tthcr»MNi  thenttett,  of 
jU-tnc' woruiip>  .    - .  - 

:  if  ilieSimbeiicytliaiMiiceiMiruljGodv  the  amkb^itf 
if  dK  f  fldicr  is  dotied.  For  ivben  he  fienc  h«  So0,k  wap 
he  'Mii^  te  Tvoflrwffltf '  in-thii  cftnR&er ;.  «id  thftc 
'CHinnoed''b7  fais-  dtvjne  -wcaks,  aodf^ht  giv»  hsm  die 
finneMMaw  vioth  the  Father.  The  tfftncg  xH  the  Fidwr 
iaanb  ionicd.  For  then-  mkj  is  he  hcmoiired  ai afathert 
whca  it  h  aekhowkdged  that,  aecbrdiAg  to  die  precediD^ 
itSaufiOBSL^  he  hath  Ji  fnftt  Soiif  hAk^*  wLs  io'-'die 
lame  auuuMr,  with  the  fame  mfiii/atid.i&Mftbiiy'vrhoiflip 
deed.|lezfiBn]it  Ho^stsj iuatwtAk  with  Jiimiel£  l(in 
all  fmr  frofiefled  adaratiffOr  we  cadefa  nut  tfab  •^Xm^^  dijp- 
iakjvWe.dptwtwoi&apihetnicGody  IttaaidoL  If  ibife 
^ip0oachBottoliambjfiwh«Seftaa'O«rw^,  we  eaasot 
€muto  tbi  Fatbtr.    . 

Unkfa  otf  /Aa<  ieuour  be  meahty  wfaidi'belQngi'tDthe 
-FacheEy  we  can  bt  no  good  Rafim  farina  cenumttiagajf 
jw^menk  to  the  Son.  A  partial  truft  woidd  have  been 
jdnndantl J  fiiffiiriftnt  £or  infwing  an  infenor  degree  of  ho- 
mir.  Bat  why  doea  onr  author  fpeakof  degraf  When 
he  qnotea  John  xnL  13.  and  explaina  mak^  as  there  figni^ 
€ying  a  diftrent  degreiE;«f  ha/v^^  it  wonld  appear  10 'faeixB 
**tf  **"g  that  the  tenn  ihonld  have  tfaeiuneieofe  inthe 
pc&ge  before  na.  JSj  therefore,  the  bonoiir  due  to  the 
So*  "fifer  fioat  diat  of  die  Father,  in  degree  onl j«  the 
4ao wiiftbe  entitled  te  divine  honoor.  fiat  howitaaU  this 
•lianonr  i>e  denoonnated  ?  Is  it  MR^pffii  jor  itfttia  ? 

IHowever,  as  Dr  P.  eUewhere  fpends  a  fedion  in  endea- 
yonring  to  prove  that  Jefus  is  not  the  objefi  of  prayer,  it 
IS JW^  natural  it^  that  he  lias  quoted  John  xvii.  23. 

bccaule 
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fcecaufe  he  could  diCcoiver  no  odier  w%j  of  ttvoidiiig  Ae 
force  of  Mite^  He  could  not  espkia  it,  as  there  ufadpof 
m  loTe  diflSszing  ia  ihuL,  without  aduiowledging  m  diftnoce 
of  effence  between  Chiift  ^and  his  difciples.  He  appliait 
to  the  point  in  hand,  either  without  oblisrviagy  or  widNit 
wiihing  that  his  reader  fliould  ohCerre,  die  total -dia^gesC 
the  fienfe.  For,  if  die  utle  of  Jcifiis  befimnded  fiddj  obUi 
cfaaraAer  as  an  ambafiador,  the  honour  nnft  diflfer  ia  imt 
The  one  is  die  honour  due  to  God ;  die  other  that  dnetst 
creature.  If  fo,  how  is  die  fame  wordiiied  in  <b  dofe  a  eoa- 
nezion,  and  even  repeatedly?  How  has  the  fpirit  of  ia- 
f piration  left  no  antidote  againft  idolatry  ?  If  Ae  one  hsr 
nour  eflenriilly  difier  from  the  other,  how  is  tlia(  wUch  be- 
longs to  die  Son  to  be  defined-? 

As  our  anthor  denies  die  worihip  of  fefas,  he  ferfiioa 
his  predeceflbrs  as  idolatcn.  Of  Sodnus  he  lays,  fSm. 
**  hedifiingiiifliedhimfielflbimichindilcoTering  the  origpad 
**  do£bine  of  the  proper  humanity  of  Chrift,  as  to  give  oqbip 
''  fion  to  all  who  now  hold  that  dodrine  to  be  called  by  his 
^*  name  *,"  But  had  it  been  in  the  power  of  that  herefiarch 
to  have  given  Dr  P.'s  charader,  it  would  not  have  been  fb  &- 
vourable.  He  would  have  faid ;  *^  Youhave  rightly  judged 
**  that,  in  my  efiimation,  it  is  veiy  probable,  that  he  who 
^  does  not  inoline,  or  who  does  not  dare,  to  pray  to  our  Lord 
^  Jefus  Chrift,  fcarcely  deferves  the  name  of  a  ChrifiiaD : 
^  with  this  difference  however,  that  it  is  not  /carc§fyf  but 
"  that  there  is  no  room  for  this  referve  ;  and  that  this  doe» 
'*  not  appear  to  me  merely  froiaUe^  but  that  I  am  fuDy 
^*  perfuaded  of  it."  For  thefe  are  bis  very  words,  when  gi- 
ving his  judgment  of  one  who  flioald  deny  divine  woiiliip 
to  Jefus  f .     The  Racovian  Catechifm,  compo&d  by  Smal- 

cius, 

*  Hift  of  Cornipt.  fol.  i.  p.  272. 

f  Re^e    iTitar  exlftimafli,  mihi  quoque  Terifimile   videri,  eon  qui 
jDominum  Irfum  Chrifhim  invocire  non  Tolt,  iiit  hob  vaAtt,  m  Ckii^ 

fivi 
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ciiH»  whieh  may  be  confidered  u  the  oonfeffion  of  die  P<v 
Kfli  Sociniansv  exhibits  the  jGune  judgment.  '*  j^  What 
^  do  70a  thbk  of  tbofe  who  do  not  cadi  upon  Chiift ;  nor 
^  think  diaft  he  oo^t  to  be  inToked.?:  A.  I  reckon  that 
**  diej  are  not  Chrifiians,  fince  in  vealitj  thej  have  not 
**  Chrift  V  Nor  were  thefie  vain  words.  For,  when  Fran- 
cbDaTid  denied  die  wofdiipof  Chrift,  SodntH  and  his 
fioDsfwen  rejefled  him  aa  a  vile  heretic  \  and  carried  mat- 
ten  b  fir,  M  to  pay  no  r^aid  to  him  while  perifhing  iii 
prifin* 

Th»,  it  appears  diat  die  belief  of  this  article  was,  with 
them,  not  merely  a  term  of  commnnion,  but  of  fiich  im« 
portance  that  diey  acoomted  it  a  profiuiation  of  the  Chri- 
ftian.  name^  to  give  it  to  any  who  held  the  contrary. 
Here,  then,  is 'an  event  among  profefled  Chrifiians,  at 
which  heathens  would  have  bliiihed.  Hatb  a  uaimm  cban* 
gid  tbtir  godtf  wbicb  art  jH  no  gods  ^  f  But  the  Socinian 
dioreh  hath  done  fix  Once,  flie  worfliipped  a  Ciod  by  na- 
tore,  and  anodier  by  oflke.  Now,  ihe  hath  renounced  the  lat- 
ter, Acknowledging  diat  this  worflup  was  idolatry.  While 
vainly  pretending  that  ihe  alone  holds  the  unity  of  God, 
ihc  hadi  evidendy  loft  her  own. 

7.  Jefiis  reveab  himfelf  as  a  Son  in  fe  peculiar  and  ex- 
alted a  ienfe,  diat  die  glory  arifing  from  the  works  proper 
to  God,  is  common  tQ  him  with  the  Father.  Thus,  when 
the  diicipks  told  him  that  Lazarus  was  fick,  he  replied ; 
TTbis  Jkkmefs  is  mot  unto  deasb^  hut  for  tbe  glory  of 
Godf  tbat  tbe  Son  of  God  mmy  be  glorified  tberehyf  John 
3d.  4«  It  is  the  evident:. meaning  of  thefe  words,  that  God 
had  permitted  this  affliftion  for  his  own  glory,  and  would 

fo 

tiaai  nomine  dipinm  cfle :  nifi  quod  non  modo  vix,  frd  ne  vix  quidem, 
et  mm  modo  TerUunUe  id  mihi  videtur,  fed  pcrfuaiaflimum  mifai  eft.  Re- 
^01.  ad  Ncmojevium,  £p.  L 

•  l>e  Praecc'pt.  Chrifli,  cap.  X.  ap.  Owen's  Vindlc.  p.  404. 

i  Jen  ii.  I E. 
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b  ovcs-rnk  k,  €tMt  Mb  tak 

kmg  dilphj  of  imam 

lom    Btt  die  mode  of 

Aeg^o^oftbe  Fj^ef^  a 

k  maj  be  find,  line  our  Saviov  wamm  to  tevii,  Ak  dLAe 

^ovTf  wfafldi  uDfimnflBel^  iodupnoBtt  id  Din  Book  BoiiBt 

fBcukmi  tmdn,  wai  ddfigned  altiwittily  «»  aocne  Oi'Ar 

Father;  »  it  b  [getamdcd 

bf  a  dckgsied  power.    Bot  die  %ckj  ftruame 

repels  tliu  objeffion.    For  then  diej  oog^  to  faavi 

dnt  dialed;  ~  TUs  fickacft  b-4br  die  ^hj  of  i9 

of  Cjodf  ukat  Cvod  nepic  be  gMrified  tnairiby.*' 

nete  tesTTat  hf:^  ^  I  do  das  wodL  frr  Ae  ^^orj 

^vaflar^  that  I  snaj  be  g^orifed  diciKbj, 

•very  ooe,  who  haaid  hiiOy  rmwhair,  diae  he  prapaU-lii 

tfwn  gfagy  as  the  ptoper  and  nirimanr  —d  of  Ina  wotk  f 

Thas  it  appears,  diat  tte  ghfy  tf  God  is  not  aflgoedsi 
the  nkimate,  but  aa  the  geoeral  ond ;  waddMatttt^gUtf^ 
th  Son  of  Cod  u  not  mentioned  io  fiibofdinacioo  fo  At 
other,  but  as  that  end  more  efpedaDy  in  view.  TUs  u 
Gcmfirmed  by  the  manner  in  mdiich  onr  Locd  defigns  Yam.- 
ftflf  on  this  occaiion.  He  feidom  exprefily  calb  bimfeb' 
ibe  S'jn  of  God*  But  he  does  b  here ;  as  intimating  diat 
by  Ida  miraculous  works,  he  was  glorified  as  the  Son  of 
God,  powerfulfy  declared  to  be  of  Ae  fame  eflence  with 
the  Fattier ;  and  alfo,  that  when  thus  glorified,  God,  eflcn- 
tully  confidered,  was  glorified,  not  ultimately  and  deriTa- 
tivcly,  but  immediately  and  dirediy. 

3.  He  reveals  himfelf  as  a  Soo  w;bo  is  equally  the  bb- 
jedl:  oi  faitb  with  the  Father.  Thos  he  fkith  to  Nico- 
dcmus  -,  He  that  believetb  iht  is  condemned  already  ;  htcaujt 
he  bath  not  believed  in  the  Name  of  the  oniy  begotten  Son  of 
Go</,  John  iii.  18.  Th^tJameoi  Chrifl  often  fignifies  Chrift 
himlclf,  in  the  lame  manner  as  this  langoage  b  uled  con- 

cexiun': 
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ietning  Ood.  As  aU  the  naaMs  a£  ibc  HebnfWs  imteft  fi^  1 
iUktfiv«,  Gody  io  addrsffing  that  people,  ytcy  fseqacntljo 
idopti  Chift  pbrafMogr,  to  donote  dial  maai&flktMn  wfaibb 
le  had  made  of  Umiielf^  by  pamcahu-  defigaadoaB^  defbrifk^ 
ive  of  faas  attribotts  or  works-  IbeiefoRy  bdmiMg  m>it^ 
^^IMM  of  Chrifti  fignifies  fiuth  i»  him,  aocosding  to  hia  ro^ 
reakd  oharader.  This  it  tobtiiiidKffiDod,fbnioamas:mflffe 
generally,  and  fimielinics  mora  particiilady.  Wfaeii.  any 
[pedal  dtan^r  of  Jefus  is  meadonady  it  is  fiioft.tiatural  to 
chink  that  fahh  in  his  name  is  to  ha  viewed  as,  ia  tUs 
tnftance,  efpecially  opefad^  with  rrfpcA  to  that  cfaa- 
rafter.  Thus,  when  we  read  of  bMewmg  in  ih&  Nam^iff 
tie  only  Begotten  Son  of  God^  it  naturally  fuggeAs  the  idea 
of  &ith  in  Ghrift,  as  the  Son  of  God,  as  a  bagouen 
Son,  as  only -begotten,  and  oi  of  the  fame  natore  with  the 
Fariier.  Unlels  particular  exprelBons  are  to  be  undeifiood. 
with  this  particularity,  it  is  vain  to  &y,  as  sJmoft  every 
writer  has  done  on  the  fnhjed,  that  the  Name  of  God  or 
Chrift  refpeAs  thie  revealed  charafier,  or  in  other  words,  the 
icriptnral  deiignation  of  either. 

Socinians  endeavour  to  tefift  the  force  of  this  argument; 
by  diftinguifliing  between  the  primary,  and  the  fecondary, 
objefi  of  fidth.  They  make  the  Father  the  prifnaiy  oh- 
je^  as  being  the  firii  and  fupreme  cauCe  of  ialvation ;  and 
die  Son  the  feoondary,  as  being  only  the  ioftruxnental  cauie.' 
They  ailert  that  faith  in  the  Father  terminates  in  him  as 
its  nlttmace  caufe ;  but  that  faith  in  the  Son  does  not  ter« 
minate  in  him,  but  by  him  is  dire£bd  to  God  as  its  proper 
objed ;  as  it  is  £aid  that  by  him  we  beiieve  in  God  that 
reaffed  bim  mp  Jrom  tbo  dead^  I  Pet.  L  ax.*.  We  grant  in- 
deed, that  fidth  tmmediatetyrefpefis  Jefus  Chrift  as  B/fc- 
diator  s  and  that  it  it  by  him  as  its  author,  and  idfo  as  it« 
glorious  raediumi  that  at  terminates  on  God  the  F^tlier. 
God|  eflentially  oonfideredi  is  originally  the  proper  object 

'  of 
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of  faidi.  But  the  infinite  monl  diftance  bctwectt  him  ad 
the  finner  renders  the  intenrention  of  a  Mediator  necelif). 
Otherwife,  God,  being  a  camjmmh^  firtt  ooald  never  be  the 
dbjeftof  fiiTing  £iith  to  an j  tnofgicflbr.  It  refpefibtlifl 
Mediator  as  oar  vmj  ;  not  as  if  he  were  eflentiall j  iabncr 
to  the  FatheTp  but  becanle  he  has  become  OBCoaaBuaDj 
nearer  to  us  \  not  becanie  he  b  nnworth  j  to  be  ita  toBgemt 
objedt  but  becaufe  it  oould  never  reach  this  objefi  mAont 
hinfi.  The  veiy  circumftancc  of  his  being  die  immcfisR 
objed,  is  a  certain  proof  of  his  being  the  dfajefi  of  ba^  b 
a  proper  lenle.  Faith  could  not  refpeft  Chrift  eva  ts 
Mediatofp  did  not  his  official  chaiafier  and  work  neoe&rilj 
fuppofe  deity.  For  it  refpefls  him,  in  thb  cfaarafier,  « it- 
vealing  all  that  we  can  know  concerning  die  nature,  per* 
ficftioos,  purpofes  and  gracious  operadons  of  its  nUmate 
objed;  and  as  claiming  £Edth  on  the  gronnd  of  his  ova 
teftimonj. 

Even  that  faith  which  terminates  on  the  Father,  does  not 
xefpeA  him  exclufivcly,  or  as  if  he  were  the  only  diviac 
perfon  endded  to  it.  For  it  terminates  on  him,  because 
he,  under  a  federal  charader,  fuftains  the  honour  of  offend 
ed  deity.  This  order  of  faith  flows  entirely  from  odco- 
nomy,  and  from  mutual  conient  among  the  adorable  per- 
fons ;  the  mode  of  worfhip  being  regulated  according  to 
the  mode  of  operadon  in  the  woik  of  redempdon.  That 
very  faith,  which  terminates  on  the  Father  in  his  fedeni 
chara^r,  as  really  refpeds  the  Son  and  Spirit  eiTendallj 
confidered. 

It  has  been  obferved  in  reply,  that  we  can  no  more  ia£er 
the  deity  of  Chrift  from  his  being  reprefented  as  the  ob- 
jeft  of  faith,  than  that  of  Mofes,  or  of  the  prophets,  from 
the  fame  circumftance  -,  as  they,  in  an  improper  fienie,  are 
faid  to  have  been  believed^  Ex.  xiv.  31.2  Chron.  xz.  20. 
Faith,  as  directed  towards  God,  is  undoubtedly  the  highdt 
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ttft'of  wivfliip ;  incliMting  a  Tvi«ly  af  inward  and  fpiri* 
tmtk  ai&t  tf  th^  soft  ekaltcd  kind.  K  it  sppetfr  thiRy  in 
tUft  vi4w»  it  n^eAi  oiir  Lard  Jafoa  Chrift,  it  tmift  txS^9W 
dun  Mfr  ii  ita  objeft  ia  m  fimfe  totalljr  dii^rit  from  thgl  il 
jvfaiob  ir6  art  ta  vndwlEBiid  wbat  ia  fisidof  iKoCes  Or  the 


Bftt  Jcfbi  ^takaoC  himlelf  ss  the  obj^a  trUdi  ftdtk 
aaAraato,  iis^uig^  the  inilrumcfitalitj  of  othtta,  Jdha  tviL 
ab.    It  inft  dkenfore,  he  abfiard  to  fup{M>fe  that  htf  ia  hiriK- 
Uf  •  mcie  inirnmfint>    Neither  Mofes,  A'or  Ale  prophets, 
rtMhhrd  their  taflhrnOny  m  th<f  tonaditieii  of  &kh.   They 
-fliB  iiaftmd  CO  divine  authoritj;  prt&cifig  their  declare- 
Maa  fridi «  TbmJUtt  the  Lufi.    Sut  Jefiia  fpeddl  in  hn 
mrtt  iilue«  and  raqi^^as  Mth.  b  has  teftimotiy;  on  the 
gmnd  of  hia  Awo  authority,  Johai  rr.  41,  xiv.  11.'  Therd- 
foat,  he  ecdhianly  fpesdu  tiriidi  ihe  greattft  peffiUe  fblem- 
Bty,  in  dio  &ft  pecfim.}  Amtmi  Amtk^  I  fay  ttHo  /O0. 
Tfua  Ufa^  aa  #e  hirre  iecnr  ixes  on  the  veiy  Name  df 
Ike  90ii  ef  ^Oody  as  et«r^  way  mtftfcy  to  be  its  proper  ob- 
je&    It  iar  a;  fobjeftuw  6f  Ae  whete  foid  to  lum ;  a  cvf^ 
fStrma&b.  of  ^vtny  thoiight  Co  Ae-'obedienc^  of   Ghrift, 
'-%  Cdi.  £r  5.  ft  tAntaS&oA  of  oitf  ^ill  Kb  hb,  P&L  shr.  5. 
<  CSC.  3.  ia  acksMWledgiiiMt  of  lus  fo^^lertigh  authority  over 
^oedaaeflBe/  Mat.  stzviiii  »o.  and  ft  rte)gniKaiice  of  his  right 
W  fiipJreaAi  aieffion,  I^e  siv.  i6.    Faidt  is  a  fleeimg  fir 
^&V^  to  hiAi  as  tbt  bope  fit  before  ut^  Heb;  vi.  28.  ft  finki 
fcr6uA6Ut€tlisaMitjttafiivetotAeufiermo/ly  diap.  tix.  25« 
and  alfo  of  the  fovereignty  and  fufficiency  of  Im  grace  fi>r 
Aia  end^  Afki  xv.  xi.  i  Tim.  L  X4.«^x6.  It  is  a  r^of 
ftiol  en  him.  Mat.  xi.  18,  29.  and  an  unbomded  ctrnfidence 
xA  himi  £pb.  i.  xa,  13.  Mat.  zii.  ii.    Futh  ^pefis  Jefus  as 
sta  mmhor  and  Jkifber^  Heb.  »i.  x.  as  the  very  fpring  and 
fiappoft  of  fpixicaal  life,  Oal.  ii»  20.  and  as  the  pver  of 
etjBTBftli  John  it»  28.    i^  is  a  commitment  of  the  foid  to  him, 
Vol.  I.  D  d  A£W 
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A&  TiL  59.  and  diU  csmot  be  im  v:dl-dR:Mg^  mkb  Ik  k 
a  faiihfid.  Cwwatir^  1  Pet.  iv.  1 9.  .  !■  a  iwitdy 'k  k  a  finra^ 
der  of  the  whole  peffCao  to  lot  as  hk  p»i|iai^i  aad  m  oa^ 
flaat  propo^  of,  his  glocj  as  tiie.fviRziie  ciid»  vekcdier  k 
life,  or  ia  death,  aCor.  TiiL5.  Rom.  xxv.8.:.  FhB.LsoL 
Lee  anr  man  in  hu  (enfes  jod^,  if  there  be  a 
cither  in  heafea,  or  in  earth,  worthj  of  fa^  a.£uth? 

9.  JciBS  reveals  htmfeif  as  a  Sob  who  hath  tke 
aoflv,  and  therefore  the  iame  efienoe,  and'a  Jig^tolk 
iaxne  honour,  w>r.'i  t  le  Father.     For  be  camibaBdi  hk  fa- 
illes to  haptw  im  the  mame  9f  the  Faiier^  vmdof  iht  Sam^ 
mjtd  of  tht  Holf  Gh^jlt  Mat.  zxviii.  19. .  Thrie  wotda  bavc 
been  oaderilood  in  a  great  rariet  j  of  fenfca.  ~  Bat  Aej  en 
adnut  of  apfiniiie,  that  does  not  implj  the  deitj  of  all  die 
three  Peribns  mentioBed.    Aje  tiie j  not  all  i&tokcd  in  dK 
ordinance  of  baptifm  ?     Thisv  then,  k  a-lidenui  aft  of  mr- 
Aip,  of  which  the  Son.is  as  dire^j  the  ohjcft  as  the  Fadicr. 
Does  baptifm  denote  a  coniecracioa  or  dedkatioii  of  the  per- 
fon  to  Father,  Son,  and  Spirit?     And  b  not  the  perCba  bap- 
tized as  reallj  devoted  to  the  Son,  as  to  the  Father  and 
Spirit  ?  If  not,  the  New  Tellament  Church  is  fo  ill-regu- 
lated, thar,  even  in  her  mo:l  foLeoin  ordinanoeSj  there  is  no 
guard  aTainll  idolatry.     Is  bapti£m  a  folemn  initiation  into 
a  profbiii  iro  of  faith  in  the  Father,  Son  and  Hoi j  Ghoft  ? 
And  is  there  any  thing  in  the  command  itfidf,  or  in  the  cir- 
cumiiances  connected  mch  it,  containing  the  moft  didant 
iniiauation,  that  tlie  Son  is  not  as  properly  the  objed  of 
faith  as  the  Father  or  Spirit?  Is  it  his  having  the  whole 
po^juer  of  the  godhead   committed  to  him  as   Mediator? 
ver.  iS.  Bu:  if  this  be  th^  <;:ifc,  is  he  not  worthy  of  the  fame 
^th  with  the  Father  ?  Is  it  meant  that  all  nations  ihould 
1>e  turned  from  the  worihip  of  them  who  by  naiurt  are  no 
gods^  to  be  made  the  difciples  of  a  mere  man  ?  ver.  19. 
Is  their  faith  to  produce  univcrfal  obedience  ?  And  k  jc, 

npver- 
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aeverthekfii  fiuth  in  a  man  like  themCelves  ?  Is  the  pre- 
finee  of  a  mere  man  all  die  encooragemenc  of  the  fenrants 
of  Jefiis,  in  all  their  labours  and  fufiexings  ?  Or,  can  a  mere 
man  be  prefent  with  them  at  all  times,  and  in  all  places? 
ver,  %o.    •       • 

Bapimug  inf  or  rather,  imto  the  name  of  tie  Faibtr^  &c. 
cannot  fignify  the  mere  mention  of  thele  defignaiions  bj 
wlttcli  the  adorable  Perfons  are  difttngiufhed  from  each 
other.  The  name  is  evidently  Ibmething  in  which  tfaejr  all 
agree.  .  For  it.is  fpoken  of  as  one*,  h  is  natural  to  think 
diat,  if  citr  ^Lord  had  not.  meant  to  exhibit  his  eflence  as 
the  &me.with  that  of  the  Father,  he  wonld  have  repeated 
theCe  wordsy  into  tie  name.  He  obferves  this  method, 
ndiere  di^  is  unfpeakablj  leis  danger  of  miftake.  De- 
chuing  fab  work  as  Mediator,  he  fajrs ;  /  wiU  write  upon 
Um  TS.  ofo/aeh  tie  name  of  my  Cod,  and  to  an/Mf  tie  name  t^ 
tie  eitj  of  my  Goi,  Rev.  iiL  la. 

This  manner  of  fpeaking,  with  refped  to  the  divine 
eflence,  is  not  new.  It  perfefUj  agrees  with  the  Ian- 
guage  of  the  Father  tinder  the  Old  Teftament.  When  he 
promiled  to  fend  an  angel  before  his  people,  he  faid ;  Be^ 
ware  of  iimt  and  obey  iit  voice^  provoke  iim  not  :  for  ie 
will  not  pardon  your  tranjgrejpons ;  for  my  name  is  in 
iim^  Eju  sxiii.  20.  a  I.  Had  a  mere  dclegadon  of  autho* 
ritj  been  meant,  it  would  have  been  more  properlv  ez- 
prefled,  «  He  comes"  or  "  ads  in  my  Name,"  or  «  My 
^  Name  is  on  him."  But  the  language  cannot  with  pro- 
priety convey  any  idea  but  that  of  idendty  of  eiTence.  It 
does  not  ^e^oce  any  thing  external  or  .advendtious,  but 
(bmediing  internal  and  eflential.    For  it  literally  is.  My 

Dda  Name 

•  BipCinte  gentes  in  Nciminc  Pitris  et  FiUi,  et  Spirltus  SinAi.  In 
Nomine  dixit,  non  in  NoOiihibas.  Non  ergo  aliud  homen  Patris,  aliud 
nomeQ  F.li .  aLnl  aomea  Spiiitos  Saofti,  quun  unus  D«av  Ambrof. 
M  jp.  Sua.  lib.  i.  c.  4. 


4)o  0/ the  7ffiim9i9 of  y^ bimjdf,        BooklU 


Name  is  in  his  inward  fart.  Befidea^  thc&  wordb'  tmanmm  % 
jrealbci  for  what  k  dccfaufed  immcadiatdlj  bc£ne  ^  Jlr  «tf 
iiof  pardon  jonr  trmnfgrtffians*  HoWf  Urn  dfckratidB,  m 
its  roancnion,  kada  ba  to  thefesifeia  which  weave  heitl» 
iinderfiand  the  Nams  of  God.  The  divine  perfcAievrf 
jii&ice  is  alcT3>ed  tothia  Angel;  uid in dii» re^eA G«d*s 
Name  is  fiud  to-  Ik  in  him.  The  limgaig»4SvidiBid|r  d^ 
lefis  us  to  thbt  takmrn  peodagiarioii  Mikht  Jamo^MM 
o£  his  NanUf  as  tieLard  Qadf^'wig  vsill fy  sstrmians 
dtt  giiilt7»  or  as  is  may  be  rcad^  Ud  U^  tkat  is*  Jk^ 
imnoecnif  dap.  nody.  5.  7.  .  What  wai  dui  baft  a  proda- 
outiott  of  his  Botare?  Wheai^  tfenfon^  he  &jnaf  dus 
Aftgel,  He  will  not  parian>f—fir  mji  Namt  is  ia  iim^  he 
afliires  the  IfraeHttsdut,  akhoa^Jdn  gbriouaVarfanap* 
peared  as  hta  Me&nger^  he  wan  to  be  viewed  hj  tlpeniD 
the  ikme  light  widi  himfid^  a?  eflentiailjr  pofieffia^  aft  ite 
this  name  denotes ;  and  pardcularljr,.  as  that  God  ie^wiwm 
vengeance  bebngetb^  Deut.  zsadL  jj.  Thas  diey  were 
uught  that  tv^j  oftnce  againft  this  Angel  woa  as  heioaiis, 
as  if  immediately  committed  againft  the  Father  who  feat 
him.  Thus  alfo,  in  thefe  words  we  hsvre,  fiiil,  a  reafon  af- 
figned  for  the  care  to  be  exercifed  by  the  IfraeUtes  left  they 
ihonld  provoke  this  Angel :  For  bt  wiil  noi  pardon  jour 
tranfgrejjions :  and  then,  a  declaration  of  the  rrafon  of  hi5 
not  pardoning ;  For  my  Name  is  iv  him. 

In  reply  to  the  argnment  from  the  form  of  baptifin  CD- 
joined  by  onr  Lord,  it  has  been  urged  by  Sociniaos,  that 
Paul  fays  of  the  liraelites  that  they  were  alt  hapii%ed  ini^ 
Mofes^  I  Cor.  x.  a.  But,  in  the  fame  epift]e,  he  propofa 
this  queftion ;  Were  ye  bapti%ed  into  the  name  of  Paulf 
chap.  i.  13.  He  evidently  marks  an  important  diftinfticm 
between  the  two  expreilions.  By  comparing  the  cotanand 
of  Ghrift  with  the  words  of  his  apoftle,  it  appears  that  dk 
latter  exprefSpn  denotes  a  folemn  profeilion  of  faidi  in  the 

PeHoD 


Gkflp.III.  €9neermng  Us  Somjbip.  431 

Ferfoa  tnto  ^vfiole  mioe  we  sue  btpcubedy  and  of  depen* 
Iniec  wgma  him  Cor  fidvMen  \  c^ectallj  as  tbe  Apoftk 
ymm  lUb  qodHoii  wtfi  anodier,  W^  Paul  erueified  fir 
jfmt  At  anj  ntey  we  know  tbac  the  honour  ilios  cod- 
favcd  oa  Mefa  wob  mcrclj  typical.  For  the  imw  vms 
ghiB  m  the  hmti  9/  m  Mediaiorf  Gal.  Hi.  19.  Therefore^ 
itiBi^'«i  wcU  be  iaid  that  the  rock,  wbofe  waters  fiip* 
{(Bel  the  Ifrnelkes,  was  eijiuffly  honourable  with  Chrift  the 
riDtil?fpe«  and  cy^aaUy  worthy  «f  fidth,  as  that  Mofes  and 
Ghitt  «w  e^oal  m  the  oilier  re^poft.  For,  becaufe  of  the 
tjpfad #dhlMn,  the  water  is  ealled  fpiritmal  drink;  and  it 
is  iaid  of  ibe  roci  itfelf^  that  it  was  Cbrifi,  i  Cor.  z.  4. 
Were  the  Uraelites  hapiissitd  int9  Mofis  f  Yet,  even  in  this 
mflannw,  he  was  ooofidered  nerelj  sa  a  firvant^  fir  a  tefti- 
asMSf  9f  ttf^  ttimgs  tMci  were  to  be  Jpoken  after ^  or  as 
prafignriag  him  wko  is  m  Som  over  bis  own  baufi^  Heb. 
ui.  5,6. 

We  ma j  here  attend  to  s^at  Dr  P.  fays  with  refpeft  to 
Ae  adminiftratioo  of  this  ordinance.  He  gives  it  as  hb 
opinioop  that  fome  of  the  ancient  Unitarians  baptized  in 
tbe  Mwae  of  Chrift  only.  *'  The  form  of  baptifm/'  he 
lays,  '*  fuppofed  to  be  prefcribed  in  the  G^pel  of  Matthew, 
^  fm.  in  the  ntane  tf  tbe  FaSber^  tbe  Son,  and  the  Holy 
^  Ghofi^  and  the  trim  immerfim  which  was  ufed  along  with 
**  it,  contributed  very  much  to  efiablifli  the  dodrine  of  the 
*  Trinity.  It  was  aatnral  enough,  therefore,  for  the  Unita* 
■^  riaas  looppofe  this  foperftition  by  difcontinniog  the  prac« 
**  tke ;  thovgh  it  is  probable  that  tbe  cuftore  itfelf  was  an 
^  innovation.  That  it  was  not  in  nfe  from  the  beginning, 
**  18  pretty  evident  from  their  being  no-  trace  of  it  in  the 
^  New  Tefiament,  though  we  are  not  able  to  fay  at  what 
**  .time  it  began  *."-*«*  The  fonn  of  baptifin,"  he  (ays, 
^  fnpfqfid  to  have  been  prdcribed."  And  who  can  (hp- 
pofe  any  thing  elfe,  without  virtually  charging  the  Evan* 

Ddj.  gelift 
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tiMC  ever  lifted  iIk  pcB.    F( 
perps  IBM  figkty  oflijr  as  Am 

pCrSMIfVBlWCf  Ok   facHIg 

bablc,  more 

ba  got  tD  the  end  of  i^ 


like  die  rice  on  the  6tfile  hMfcsef  the 

theogfa  fbe  river  hat  rifaa  ^  dbeve  k  ei  eecnj^  ii  &r 

tie  he  ■ppcimou  egeupft  flMnuog*    Anheogb  iK 

loag  e  Mizm,  JEe  fldA  edeOEr ;  k  iiBemi  to  he 

with  oor  anther.    Far,  ia  hk  latBriaet  fid, 

aegatiVB  najr  be  cmnDfiaep  bid  poBtive* 

lot  let  V  inqmte,  if  Ae  ■yniilfi  leallj  hafeiiti  ia  Ae 
name  of  Jefus  onlj.  We  camet  fi^pofe  that  thej £di», 
without  preTionfly  fappofing,  cither  that  they  did  aec  be- 
lieve that  oar  Savioor  had  prefcribed  a  paitkalar  fian  i 
or,  that  they  preferred  one  of  their  own  to  hif .  The  far- 
mer is  incredible.  For  if  there  ever  was  a  fiym  prefaibed 
by  any  mafler,  we  have  one  heie.  That  to  be  obfarvcd 
in  the  eelebration  of  the  Lord's  Supper  is  not  mefe  defi- 
nite. Dr  P.  has  virtually  declared  the  only  leafim  of  his 
hefitatton.  Did  it  not  **  contribute  very  much  to  efiafaliih 
**  the  dofhine  of  the  Trinity/'  we  fliould  never  hnve  hevd 
of  the  leaft  difficulty  about  the  inflitution.  Shall  are, 
therefore,  fuppofe  that  the  apoftlea  preferred  one  of  thtir 
own  ?  But  we  cannot  do  fo,  without  charging  them  with 
the  mofl  daring  dtfobedience.  If  capable  of  it  in  tius  in- 
ftancev  furely,  they  were  moft  unfit  perfona  for  fnUIling 
the  order  immediately  coimeded  with  this  form ;  whkh  is, 

indeed. 
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indeed,  flMrelj  ft  condumtMD  Df  the  fiune  bkoia  cbafjge ; 
^^acbiag  titm  to  AJknM  ajx  ihiagM  WHATaoxvxit  Iha^ 
gommamfUjfou.  As  tiw  itniier  iiifiiiiduni  is  inaMdiaiely 
iMfmded  bj  Akt  and  frch  miivcr&litj  and  flriAndb  ir- 
fnired  i  can  anj  ntionftl  ptsibn  £or  a  flsoincnt  fiippUe» 
that  the  apofiks  would  seokoa  them&lves  at  Ikhtnj  to  ne- 
^eft  4tt  oUrrTBtion  of  thtt  ywtj  btm  which  nras  fe  po- 
tdrtlj  eifeoBod?  Had  they  been  poflefled,  indeed,  bj  the 
feafinnpmMt  Ijpirit  of  ikime  modem  apoftlcs,  that  can  nuke 
£»  fite  witfa  the  wovds  of  God,  they  might  have  iMtn  fiip- 
■fniad  eapaUe  of  fncfa  eondnft.  Bat  they  hadieamed  to 
6tmj  fbemfrlms,  as  widl  «s  tiaiDllow  Jefiia.  Bcfon  thej 
ffetendtd  fen  tmch  iadief%  -  t&fm£Blves  iicam  «r  UftU  Ml" 


Xhe  ImgeagfT  nled,  in  tfaei  AA^  widi  rdTpeft  id  this  or- 
.diiMnoe,isthat  thisor  diatpisffiiQ  wta  bafiiv^d  m  ii§  mmu 
ffiie  Lori^imihi  namt  tf  4b9  Jjorf-JfJitSj  or  in  tbt  name  of 
Jefm  Cbrifi.  This  variety  fliews,  that  the  infpiced  hifto- 
nan  did  notmean  to  meniion  the  partica}ar  fiDrm  obierved 
in  adminibritig  baptifai,  bik  only  the  bSt  with  re^ieft  to 
the  initiacien  ^  -certain  perfooa.  i  It  wonld  ^)pear  totally 
nnneeeflhry  to  Lnke,  paracolarly  to  fpecify  a  fbnn  known 
in  eiMyehoKh  men»her^-  when  fimply  namdng  the  »• 
eeption  of  converts. 

la  it  not  often  fimply  find  that  this  or  that  pcifion  wns 
tafimttlf  .witliom  the  mention  of  any  divine  name  ^  Shall 
we  chefefbra  infer,  that  the  adminUrator  mentioned  none  ? 
Oti  AaH  we  conclude,  that  the  proper  form  of  adminifimr 
tdng  the  Isold's  Snpper  is  by  irmMfg  <jf  bread  oaiyj  be- 
canfe  the  inured  hiftorian,  when  fpeaking  of  it,  nudces  no 
mention  of  wime  *  / 

When  it  iriaid  of  any,  that  they  were  hmfiituim^  or 
imto  iioamme  of  tit  Lord,  k  denotes  that  they  were  initia- 
ted into  ft  prttfeffion  of  bis  name,  deolaring  their  fidth  in 

him 

*  A^s  ii.  4a.  46,  XX.  1. 
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ium  as  a  divine  Savioor.  Now,  there  was  a  peculiar  pv^ 
pricty  in  mentioning  their  reception  in  thia  manner.  For 
the  moft  of  thoie  refenred  to  were  either  Jewa  or  pnfe- 
lytesz'and  the  doftrine  of  lalvatioa  through  that  Jcfti 
who  was  omcifiedy  wai  their  great  ftumUiag  block.  Jim 
was  it  otherwife  with  the  Gentiles. 

Although  this  language  does  not  ezprefr  the  farm,  it 
prefTcs'the  fpirit  and  defign  of  the  ordinance;  For  aa 
Saviour  is  referred  to  in  his  mediatory  charaAer,  them  ii 
a  virtnal  reference  to  the  whole  Trinity,  ar  en{gaged  in  tm 
falvation,  and  as  adored  in.  thia  folemn  aft.  For  we  hmm 
him  as  odr  Lord  Jtjiu  Chr^^  only  as  tin  Sokf  tent  hj  dt 
Fatter^  to  procure  that  fpiritual  baptifm'fignSed  bjrtfce 
external  rite ;  and  as  fending  tie  Hofy  Glf^  Cor  thia  eai. 
Therefore,  when  rperfons^  Are  laid  to  be  baptised  in  Ui 
name,  he  is  never  dcfigned.byhia.efflentiai charaAer,  as 
the  Softf  bat  always  by  Obe  denied  firom  hja  mrdiafniy 
fnnfiion. 

Indeed,  independently  of  other  evidence,  we  have  t 
ftrong  prefumption  with  refped  to  tlie  ufe  of  thia  form 
from  the  language  >f:  Paul  to  thofe  diCciples  at  Ephefiis, 
who,  when  aiked  if  they  had  received  the  Hdy  GfaoA,  io- 
formed  him  that  they  had  not  fo  much  aa  beard  ysbithtr 
there  was  any  Holy  Gbojl^  that  is,  any  effufion ;  for  John 
hirofelf  had  aflured  them  of  the  baptifm  of  the  Spirit. 
Paul  replied ;  UntOj  or  rather,  Inio  wbai  ibem  wertje  bap- 
iixed?  Ads  xix.  1.-^3.  The  tn;  rt  here  leema  plainly 
to  refer  to  the  words  of  inititution,  ag  r§  OK^a  wr  A>is 
TlnufMOTOi.  It  is  juft  as  if  he  had  (aid,  **  Werk  ye  not  bap- 
tized in  the  name  of  the  Holy  Ghoft  i  and  how  can  ye 
be  ignorant  of  his  effuGon." 
But  although  it  were  certain  that  the  firft  difciples  bap« 
tized  in  the  name  of  Chrifi  anfyy  it  could  not  lerve  the 
virpofe  of  Sodnians.    For  they  admtnifieied  this  ordi- 
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mlioet  .»  including  a  folemn  aA  ofworfliip,  tbe  obje&of 
whick  was  Jefi»«  Ttierefiir e  fidd  Ananias,  to  Saul  y  \  Anfi>^ 
mild  ie  iafdmedt  and  wqfl^.  awiy  tbj^jbuf  calMug  on  tbe  name 
^ftbmJjord^  A£b  xziL  16.  Nnwr  ibe.  Lard^  thus  fakmnlj 
invok^  as  tbe  objefi  of  woiilup,  can  be  ao  ocfacr  thaa 
he  in  whole  name  the  convert  was  baptized :  and  this,  it  is 
ffameit'wm  tie  Lord  yefiu.  .       <» 

ThnSt  our  author,  in  his  zeal  againfttfaeTrinitjt  has  evk- 
deadj  orerihot  the  mark.  Fori.baptifm  being  an  aficf 
woiihipf  implying,  not.  merdj  invacatiod»  as  expiefled  in 
diOiODiniel  of  AnamaSy  bnt  a.  ibkte»  proteffion  of  &ith  m 
bim  who  is  €aiU  a^0ff,  and  a  dedication  of  the  whok  peih 
San  to  him  i  if  the  mode  of  expreffioD  H&d  in  tht  A&9, 
could  afibfd  aaj  argument  in  &vour  of  tiiofworihipr  of  one 
pcz£ba  Goly^iit  would  go  whoUjitOipBORre  that  this  perfen 
was  our  Lord  Jefus.  Dr  P.  therefore,  in  lus  pretended 
prool^  has  mifiaken  die.pexlba«.  .For,  if  he  has  done  any 
.thing,  he  has  proved  that,  in-  this  inftaftce,  the  apoftles  tosi^ 
Jbif^  Chrift.Qff^.  However,  all  that  oan  be  jnftl/ in- 
ferred from  the  koguage  of  Luke  ai,  that  he  oonfidextd 
ibe  name  of  the  Father,  Son  and  Holj  Ghoft  as  one. 

Our  author's  prefumption  muft  be  aficuiilbing  to  thole 
who  trendde  at  the  word  of  God,  when  he  adds ;  "  It  is  to 
**  be  hoped  that  the  Unitarians  of  die  prefcnt  age: will  imi- 
"  tsue  their  predeceflors,  by  baptizing,  as  the  apoiyes  did» 
^  an  the  name  of  Chriit  only,  without  the  ianocation  of 
"  the  Father,  Son  and  Holy  Gboft,  or  exprdfing  what  they 
"  iqyprehend  to  be  the  real  meaning  of  that  phiaieology  *." 
For  )iexe  he  not  only  aflVunes  what  he  has  not  proved,  with 
refpeQ  to  ihfi  apoftles  \  but  encourages  others,  either  en- 
tiriely  to  renounce  the  form  pcefcribed  by  the  King  of  Zion, 
or  to  n^c  additions  to  it:  as  if  it  were  dangerous  to  ufe 
our. .  Saviour's  words  without  our  own  exp  t>.Ltio:i*  He 
avows  his  refolution  either  to  tch  n^uay:from  tbe  words  of 
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iieiooif  at  m  add  miio  A§ itimgi  t  naiMi  il  in  k :  jndk 
cam  be  no  AmigBr  to  ihe  tkmCcBttd  confiB^BBOOS  4if  ttlMr. 
Wlnt  AaB  vc  think  of  hii  canfttfcy  in  ndakdmAtt 
dieie  il  an  nftof  MvamTMiy  thatiiiflf  «ior/hg^  in  kf- 
tifai-,  even  wfaiie  pcopofing  tn  mikc  JefiH  the  only  cbjiB 
of  it? 

On  tbe  whole,  what  eftimain  can  «e  tamt  t£  n  fiao- 
luan  £uth,  when  we  find  tfant  ila  fiAjjafla  nvowndiy  cqeS 
that  very  bagiuge  of  max  Lofd,  which,  aceoiding  to  Aor 
ewn  acknnwleigincnt,>*ooHtribiilca  viecy  WDeh  an  the 
«  eOablifliment  of  die dnarine  of  the  Tnnity,'*  fi*e 
(lender  groond  of  n  prattnded  doobt,  whedwr  it  wna  in- 
tended as  the  pcefiEr^don  of  n  fimn ;  while  tfaej  cannot 
piovie  the  oontrar j  \  and  while  the  ftoof  cf  the  doAiint, 
arifing  from  die  wotds,  ia  the  fiune^  whether  it  wna  thns  ia- 
tended,  or  net? 

lo.  Our  Lord  dedaies  that  he  is  dm  mdy-itgaiUmSmd 
Godp  John  ill.  x6.  iS.  This  can  bear  no  other  meanings  thia 
that  he  is  a  Son  of  the  iamc  natnce  witfi  the  Fadier. 
Other  (bas  of  God  are  iaid  to  be  bigfitten  of  him  impro- 
perlj  and  metaphorically.  But  when  Chrift  is  called  only- 
begattiu^  it  implies  that  he  is  tbe  Son  cf  God  exclufivelj, 
and  therefore  in  the  proper  fenfe  of  die  term,  as  denoting 
an  eternal  and  incomprehenfible  generation  in  the  divine 
eflence.  The  connexion  of  our  Lord's  difcourfe  fhews  that 
identity  of  nature  is  meant.  He  aflures  us  that  he  is  ghm 
in  this  charaSer  \  God^^gavt  his  only  begotten  Son^  Ter.  i6. 
How  ridiculous,  then,  to  fay,  that  he  derives  the  defigna- 
tion  from  fbmcthing  pofterior  to  this  gift  ?  In  fb  important 
a  light  does  he  exhibit  his  filiation,  that  the  rejedion  of 
him  in  this  charafter  appears  as  if  it  were  the  only  canfe 
of  the  condemnation  di  thofe  who  enjoy  the  Gofpel :  He 
that  beiieveth  not  is  condemned  abready  ;  becaufe  he  he^b  not 
believed  in  tbe  name  of  tbe  only-begotten  Son  of  God^  ver.  1 8. 

In 


I»  dii»  charafltf  does  he  vereal  flimieU^  u  iHnfinlmg  the 
ri^c  that  he  had  to  &j  toNi8odcmi»^  W$  Jp^ak  that 
vt€  Jk  kmvm,  ami  t§flify  $iM  we  haoe  f$eth  yet.  ti.  As  tit 
—^AyqirCT,  ho  Aeni^  alt  that  ho  t«ftifiod  by  perCDft  «j^ 
off  tho  Bitoso  and  piirpoios  of  tho  Father*  He  had  alveid^ 
dedaivi  that  ho  AtsM  dinm  Jrem  heoffenf  xet»  13.  And  to 
(how  diot  he.  was  cbaigtablo  with  ao  pAfiia(^)tion  la  thio 
doohnttim,  he  ptoc^^isu  his  otosiiil  Softfliipw  When  ht 
%«du  to  Nkodepm»of  OlBrng  h>»  jf  hftmnlf  Mngi^  he 
at  thr  bnao  thtie  infonBa  him  that  ho  akxie  Wa»  qnafified 
to  do  iby  becanfe  of  his  delccnt  fiom  heaven.  Haraig  do* 
daied  what  Binft  ha^c  appeared  0  paradox  to  tlw  niery 
that  Ab  Slpjt  9f  Mum,  ettk  while  he  ijpake  to  him^  %aat  m 
hemomi  he  Ihewa  that  thb  waa  true  of  that  Pevlon  who 
appored  to  the.  tj€  off  lenfe  merdj  as  the  An  6f  moMf 
becanfe  ho  was  sUb  $be  o/ii^-HgUim  Sam  of  Gulf  rtr. 
13..  16.  NoduBg  can  be  mofe  evident,  tha»  that  wfasc  oof 
Lord  &JB  conoenikig  God's  ftmJSmg  Us  Son  imt^  tbi  VHirtdf 
«er»  X  7.  moil  be  underftood  as  fignxfjring  that  he  indeed 
a»M  dawm/rom  beaven^  ver.  11.  dtherwift,  the  whole  dif- 
courfe  is  a  mals  of  abfurdit j* 

To  the  fisne  purpofe,  the  beloved  difciple  delcribes  him 
as  the  onlj'begomeu  Wi&a  »  st  the  bojhm  rf  the  F^heTf  John 
i.  18.  This  denotes  not  only  the  infinite  love  of  the  Ff^ 
ther  to  the  Son,  but  unity  of  eflence.  There  is  an  evident 
allufion  to  the  love  of  a  father  to  his  own  child :  and  thus 
Wifdom  (ays,  /  was  by  bimy  as  one  brought  up^  Prov,  viii. 
30  *.  His  bding  in  the  iojbm  of  the  Father  is  dearly  men' 
tioned  as  the  evidence  of  his  fiHatian.  The  aHuiion  is  un- 
doubtedly to  earthly  things.  Now,  no  one  will  fay,  that 
a  man  becomes  a  Father,  by  carrying  a  child  in  his  boCbm ; 
hot  wit!  reverfe  the  matter,  concTuding,  from  this  peculiar 
evidence  of  love^  that  the  child  is  reaHy  his.  Efpecially 
^arere  it  iaid,  '^  There  is  the  fon  in  the  bolbm  of  the  fa- 

••therj 
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"  tlier ;"  'mauSA  an  j  oiie  AmVc  dut  Ac  node  of 
prcltippofiBd  pstcjiiitjf  ?  Ajcconniig  to  tne  uiigii^c 
fpiratiojiy  the  Soil  mnft,  in  die  order  of  luiwc,  be 
ai  begotten,  «nd  the  firft  perfoo  of  die  Trimtj  as  a 
before  the  foraicr  be  oonfidered  os  et  fAr  i^fium  of  dbefac- 
fer.  The  gt^rj^'  therefore,  dm  the  diidpks  bAM^  «■ 
diat  iff  ihe  onfy-begtitten  tf  tbe  Fahr,  wlio  had  ezSei 
from  eternitjwMGo^l'^Shiinllriffidif*.  HeislbbegM- 
ten,  at  to  be  oppoTed  to  all  die  addpced  fim  of  God^  vha 
derive  all  their  primkgi  firom  him,  by  icfi#nn|f  w  in 
Name,  as  /^  omfy-iegoUem  Son  of  God^, ' 

Many  are  die  cavils  of  Sodnians  agamft  dua  feale  of  Ae 
expreflion;  fionic  aflerting  that  Cfarift it  caBed  fie  ao(jf4iw 
XoUtfif  hecaide  of  hia  miraculoas  oooeeptioo ;  odicn  be- 
caide  of  hia  zefurredHon ;  fbme  confining  it  to  the  FadMf^s 
great  love  to  him ;  and  odiera,  to  diat  j^ory  to  which  he  if 
advanced  as  King  of  Zion.  While  one  ivriter  pleafes  him- 
felf  widi  one  of  diefe  views^  another  finds  it  neocflaij  to 
dais  them  altogether,  diat  variety  may,  if  poffiUe,  fnpply 
the  want  of  folidity.  But  as  Dr  P.  feems  carefblly  to 
avoid  ;;ivin;r  any  particular  view  of  this  appelladcm,  it 
is  uimeceflary  to  trouble  the  reader  with  replies  to  objec- 
lions,  in  which  the  Dodor  may  refiife  that  he  has  any 
c^onccrn. 

CHAP.       IV. 

C/iUfe  Faith  of  the  Difciples  concerning  the  Sonjblp  rf  Jtju^ 
during  his  Abode  on  Earth. 

\T7E  arc  now  to  inquire,  in  what  fcnfe  the  difciples  lui- 
^  ^    dcrftood  this  charader,  while  Jefus  was  with  them 
as  to  his  human  nature. 

The 
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The^teftianooy  given  bj  Pieter  deferves  our  partkular 
•MMition.  «s'  it  exprefles  the  fidtfi  of  the  tvrelvie  :  Wibt^ 
Smk9^  mi df^9  fur9\  that  thm  art  thai  Cbrifi^th^Sm^tbt  lU 
ximg  GoJf  John  viw  69.  He  aduiowledges  that  Jefni  is  the 
8am  fd'  Qoim  to  peculiar  a  fimCs.  that  he  efledtidlj  po£» 
Cefoatt'diitlife  which  lelongs  :to.;the  Fadier.  For  this 
eonfieflkti  tmaft  be  yiewed  in  comefBoa  !nrith'  what  the  a- 
poAle  had?fiud  isDmediatelT^iafom;  Tiom  ha^  ihi  vforJs 
wf  aUrualJifo^  ¥er.  68.  He  does  iM  mean  that  Jefus  mere* 
Xj  dechrcd.  the  dofirine  of  eternal  lifci  or  give  foch  io-^ 
ftrofiiQiis.  as  'Were  neoeflkrif  for  attaining  it  \  but  that  he 
liad  poNfcr  fo  commnoicatp  diia  life  bj  the  words  whidi  he 
fpakcj  Ear.  his  langnage  etridentlj  reduplicates  on  the  t6- 
flimony  whjdi  oor  Lord  had  given  concerning  him£tlff  ver. 
'63.  The  toorA  thai  I  [peak  unto  youi  they  are^i/e.  How 
were  they  iS^/  Becaufe  he  diat  believetb  on  the  San  hath 
everia/H^'Jifij  ver.  47.  or,  as  he  exprefles  the  fame  truth 
metaphorically ;  Se  that  eateth  me^  even  hejhatt  live  by  me^ 
ver-  57. 

From  the  frequent  connedion  of  thefe  terms,  the  Cbrift^ 
and  the  Son  ofGod^  it  has  been  urged  that  they  are  perfefi- 
ly  fynooymous.  But  certainly,  it  would  be  far  more  natu* 
ral  to  infer  from  this  circumftance,  that  the  latter  denotes 
fome  peculiar  excellency,  which  although  fupp^fed  by  the 
former,  is  not  exprefled  by  it.  If  they  be  fynonymous, 
they  are  extremely  ill  difpofed.  For  if  that  expreflion^ 
the  Son  o/God^  in  its  higheft  fenfe  be  applicable  to  a  crea- 
ture ;  Peter  ought  to  have  iaid,  '*  We  are  fure  that  thou 
<'  art  that  Son  of  God,  the  Chrift."  For  according  to  the 
Sodnian  hypothefis,  that  charader  the  Son  ofGod^  was  far 
more  general  than  the  other,  and  more  likely  to  be  under- 
ikiod  in  the  ordinary  fenfe.  The  Jews  often  ufed  it  as  ap- 
plicable to  every  individual  of  their  nation ;  whereas  they 
confined  the  term  Chrijl  to  thofe  who  were  anointed  to  the 
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OK  pncittiood  ot  GK-  fOjuty«    IvMrowt  t 
pcatt  liinfaify  it  flmft  ippflar  to  vnxy  Mndid 
he  ■KMt  to  iefiiie  dM  falfe  ifia^d  ts  die  fiift 
f&tf  £ap^,  bj  tlM  faMod^  liitf  5m  ^  GidL 

Ht  irft  dedaits  tftit  Jefin  k  tie  Gkrifi^  l^iog 
ced  that  ht  mi  thee  iHoftrioari  Perfim  peiatai  od 
^opitfiiseike  LoiA  — iiiirf  ts  tbe  wnk  of 
With  tUs  he  cenjeinshk 'other  ehrtiiAar^  letlnfc  no  •« 
w»  te  be  the  mmimtd  gC  JcaOTAift  b«t  he  niwhiili 
had  feid,  Tke  eft  n^&ep  lUr  i^  brnm  I hgHtmUm, 
Ft  iiw  0.  7.  As  he  it  deaemneled  l&et  flSftrgf^  ce  ififio. 
gdft  hkn  from  all  the  mmmti  {DroplKtaf  prieAi  aoi  kiaf^ 
«vho  pi«(igared  him :  ff  ite  Soe,  to  diStftgaiar  ireoi  hrib- 
rers^  whom  he  mahea  fbor  hj  addptiotf ;  froflb  dl  thf  ]a«tti 
who,  becanfe  eff  their  lawM  deiceot  from  Ahfahae^  fail 
that  God  wu  their  &ther,  John  ^mL  41.  tftad  I9  vteByia 
a  natioaifld  roijpeft,  UhngtiiU  atopikm \  from  aagih^ivht, 
by  ereatfoftf  are  the  fim  9f  G^d^  and  from  thnfie  irim 
who  received  this  name  in  a  typical  fenfe 

If  Peter  meant  only  that  Jefus  was  the  Mie/Bah,  his  con* 
feflion  did  not  fuqnfs  that  of  the  carnal  Jews,  with  whom 
onr  Saviour  had  the  preceding  difcottrfe.  For  they  fad^. 
7&/V  //  0/*'  truth  that  frophet  tba$  Jbould  contt  iiUo  tht 
tivrU^  ver.  14.  As  an  evidence  of  their  perfuafion  that 
he  was  the  Mefliah,  they  would  have  come  and  taim  Urn 
hy  force  to  make  brm  a  king^  ver.  15.  Is  it  faid,  that  thcv 
feem  to  have  changed  their  ideas,  when  Chrift  more  fnlh 
declared  his  doftrine  ?  It  is  granted.  But  what  dodrio? 
gave  them  fudi  ofience?  Was  it  not  that  of  his  diviDity' 
Did  tliey  forfake  him  as  unworthy  to  be  acknowledged  as 
the  Mcfliah  ?  It  was  on  the  very  fame  groimd  on  which  pre- 
tended Unitarians  would  have  proceeded.  To  thefe  nnbe- 
Meving  Jews  it  was  an  bard  and  iadigeftible  /xyitig^  that  he 
rame  down  from  beaten.    We  are,  indeed,  to  underfland  the 
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teflimonj  of  the  twelve,  in  conDcxioa  with  the  tenor  of 
the  preceding  di&ourfe.  It  was  a  voluntary  confefliont  a^ 
rifiog  from  the  defign  of  our  Saviour's  dodrine :  and  it 
has  no  beauty  nor  propriety «  unleis  viewed  in  this  relation. 
Whm  they  declare  their  aflurance  that  he  was  that  Cbrift^ 
thai  Sou  of  the  living  God^  it  diredly  refpeds  what  Jefus 
had  ^gain  and  again  teftified  concerning  himielf,  that  he 
was  tbat  bread  wbieb  came  down  from  heaven^  ver.  32,  33. 5O9 
51.  58.  and  therefore  the  antitype  of  the  manna ;  and  with- 
out any  metaphor,  that  be  came  down  from  heaven,  ver.  38. 
and  that  he  was  there  before^  ver.  62.  He  who  denies 
that  thb  is  the  fenfe,  while  he  means  tp  iacrificc  to  reafon, 
really  makes  a  facrifice  of  it. 

Tlus  noble  confeflion  was  again  made  by  the  lame  Apo- 
file,  in  reply  to  that  queilion,  propofed  by  Jefus  to  his  dif- 
cipleS4  Whom  do  men  fay  tbat  I  the  Son  of  man  am  ?  Mat. 
xvi.  13.  1 6.  The  ufe  of  o-im,  rendered  wbom^  fliews  that 
Jefus  inquires  as  to  tlieir  opinion  of  his  Perfon  and  efTence. 
They  evidently. imderftand  it  thus.  For,  although  their 
anfwer  implies  that  Jefus  was  not  generally  fuppofied  to  be 
more  than  a  prophet,  it  is  evident  that  it  does  not  efpeci- 
ally  refpefi  the  fiendments  of  the  multitude  with  regard  to 
his  office^  but  their  various  ideas  as  to  the  fpecification  of 
the  Perfon :  Some  fay^  Jobn  the  Baftifl^  fome  EJias^  and 
otbers  yeremias^  or  one  of  the  propbets^  ver.  14.  Then  he 
demands  their  own  fentiments :  Bui  whom  fay  ye  that  I 
am  f  We  cannot  imagine  that  our  Lord  wilhed  to  know  if 
they  fimply  believed  that  he  was  the  Mefliah.  His  for- 
mer words  may  be  viewed,  either,  according  to  our  verfion^ 
as  one  queftion ;  or,  accordmg  to  the  punduadon  of  fome 
copies,  as  two  \  Whom  do  men  fay  tbat  lamf  7bc  Son  of 
man  /  that  is,  "  Is  this  what  they  fay  ?"  But  which  foever 
of  thefe  be  preferred,  it  is  evident  that  the  diiciples  con- 
traft  this  charader,  the  Son  of  Godf  vnth  that  of  Jefus  con% 
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m.tiiicc'SC  bj  'i^'el'.  tie  Sam  %f  mam :  pibinlj  de- 
clxTr:^*  ^"«^  '^7  uribe  to  aia  m  nztcre  fiipcricr  id  dK 
famn^n*  Ozi  Lord  cvideaiiT  ^asdeiftasds  didr 
is  zmi  fiemff.  For,  he  replies;  BJtffed  art  fbmmg 
Barj'jfui :  for  jUfi  atd  hk^  hazh  mat  mtmled  ii  mM9  tim, 
bmi  my  Fathtr  uho  si  im  Amrnr,  tct.  17.  Here  oar  Lori 
cantTz&i  Peter's  human  origin  as  die  Jam  9/  Jomoi,  widi  \m 
own  as  the  Son  ^f  CuL  He  refers  to  hb  carnal  defeeM* 
in  the  words  fitjb  and  bhodj  in  contradiitinflioa  to  his  own 
incomj/rthcnfibk  filiation  exprclTcd  in  what  follows; — mj 
Father  -xho  is  in  heaven.  He  declares  the  blefTedneis  of 
Ssmr/n,  in  knowing  fo  important  a  truth  ;  efpeciallr  a»  ^.:s 
natural  dtfcert  could  not  be  the  foisrce  of  luch  a  perfiiadco 
a^  he  had,  but  a  gracious  communication  from  the  Father  of 
Cihrift,  who  a]or\c  knoweth  the  Son,  and  therefore  can  akne 
rc\'cal  him.  Jefus  teflifies  fuch  peculiar  latisfaidion  with 
tlii'i  crmfcflion,  tliat  on  account  of  it,  he  gives  Simon  the 
furnamf!  of  Peter  ;  and  in  allufion  to  the  mcaninj^,  as  well 
an  to  x\iv.  occafion  of  impo(ing  this  name,  he  fubjoins  this 
rieclaratirm  with  refpecb  to  the  foundation  of  his  church ; 
jind  on  this  rock  will  I  huild  my  church  ;  intending,  either 
hii  own  iK'tfon,  as  Crodman,  or  the  dodrine  concerning  it, 
which  feenm  to  be  elfcwhere  called  the  pillar^  and  tie  ground 
^  truth,  1  Tim.  iii.  15  *. 
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Bfafk  gives  this  confeffion  in  thefc  words*  ThoM 
art  fit  Chrifij  chap.  viii.  39.  and  Luke,  TSf  Chrifi  of 
Godf  diap.  ix.  ao.  Thence  Socinians  contend  that  the 
miier  ezpreffion  added  by  Matthew,  is  ftri^j  fynony 
moni.  Were  the  argument  theit  own,  they  would  think 
it  a  Ihfficient  anfwer  to  fuch  an  objedion,  that  in  fome 
copies  the  word  vioif  fon^  is  found  in  Luke*^and  tbt  S<m 
of  Goit  in  Mark;  and  diat  the  verfion  of  Ulphilas,  to 
which  great  antiquity  b  afcribed^  gives  the  confeffion  as 
fiiDy  in  Luke's  Gofpel  *,  as  we  find  it  in  Matthew. 

Bat  tdbere  is  no  neceffity  for  claiming^  the  aid  of  thefe 
varifldofis.  The  term  Cbrift  fuppofes  that  the  perlbn  to 
iHioiii  it  belongs  is  the  Son  of  God.  Now,  it  feemed  fuffi«> 
dent  to  Mark  and  Luke  to  give  the  fubfiance  of  the  con- 
&fioo  ;  as  diey  knew  no  other  Chrift  than  the  only  begot* 
ten  Son  of  the  Father.  If  Maik  rehearies  this  oonfeffion 
more  briefly  than  other  two  evangelifls,  he  gives  his  own 
as  fully  as  Peter  had  done.  And  he  lets  it  at  the  head  of 
the  hook,  as  an  infcription  expreffive  of  the  perfbnal  dignity 
of  his  fubjed ;  that  every  reader  might.know  who  it  was 
to  whom  he  gave  the  defignation  of  Chrtfi  throughout  the 
whole  : — 7he  beginning  jof  the  gofpd  of  Jefus  Cbrift  the  Son 
ofGodf  chap.  i.  i.  Confidering  the  condfeneis  of  his  plan, 
the  laft  expreffion  muft  appear  to  Socinians  an  unaccounta- 
ble tautology. 

It  is  granted,  that  the  term,  Son  of  God^  denotes  the 
iame  perfon  as  the  Chrifi,  But  muft  it  necefiarily  follow, 
that  it  conveys  precifely  the  fame  idea  ?  One  perfon  was 
the  Jon  of  Jeje^  and  the  king  of  IfraeL  Will  any  one, 
thereCare,  conclude  that  thefe  expreffions  were  fynony- 
mons  ?  Did  not  the  one  denote  origin  ;  and  the  other,  of- 
fice ?  One  Evangelift  gives  the  infcription  on  the  cro&,  in 
diefe  words,  Jejus  the  King  of  tbe  Jews  ;  and  another  fim- 
ply,  Tie  King  of  the  Jews.    Arc  we  therefore  to  infer, 
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that  thefe  expreffionsy  Jefus,  and  King  of  tht  Jews^  have 
exafilj  the  &ine  meaning?  Undoabtedlji  all  that  is  imnd* 
cd,  is  to  relate  the  iubftance  of  the  inlcription.  And  ^Aft 
good  reafgn  can  be  given,  why  this  flioold  not  alfo  be  dM. 
cafe  with  refped  to  the  confeiEon  of  the  difpiplea  ?  Bj  thp 
words,  ««  Taou  art  that  Chriit,"  or  ''  tba$  Chiift  of  God," 
Mark  and  Luke  expre&  an  acknowledgment  of  hiinf  m 
that  very  anointed,  who,  in  the  Old  Teftatnent,  was  de- 
clared to  be  the  begotten  Son  of  God. 

2.  We  may  now  attend  to  the  con£effion  of  Nathanael, 
who,  it  is  generally  thought  was  the  fiune  perfoa  eliewhere 
called  Bartholomew,  one  of  the  twelve.  He  fiud  unto  Je- 
fus,  Rabbif  tbau  art  the  Son  of  Godf  thou  art  the  Kuf  ef 
Jjrael^  John  i.  49.  He  acknowledged  him  to  be  the  Sot 
of  God,  as  pofieffing  omnifcience*  For  his  ccmvidiaBof 
our  Saviour's  claim  to  that  charader,  arofe  from  the  difpbgr 
which  he  had  made  of  this  pcr&fiioii  in  thefe  words;  Be- 
fore that  Philip  called  thee^  when  thou  vjafl  under  thefy" 
tree^  Ifaw  tbee^  ver.  48.  What  was  the  particular  engage- 
ment of  Nathanael,  at  the  time  and  place  referred  to,  docs 
not  appear.  But  his  reply  befpeaks  the  fuUeft  affbrance, 
that  no  eye  faw  him  but  that  of  omnifcience.  It  is  highly 
probable,  that  his  religious  exercife  was  itfelf  of  fo  pecu- 
liar a  nature,  that  the  very  recolledion  of  it  ftruck  his  mind 
in  tlie  moil  forcible  manner.  Whatever  it  was,  it  icems, 
from  the  connexion  of  the  paiTage,  to  have  been  a  proof  of 
the  juftnels  of  that  high  charader  given  him  by  Jefus ;  Be- 
hold  J  an  IJraslite  indeed  I  The  reply  of  Nathanael,  alfi^ 
(hews  a  confcioufneis  that  his  conduft  on  that  occa£on  de> 
monftrated  the  truth  of  the  honourable  teflimony  now  gi- 
ven him. 

From  the  queilion  propofed  by  Nathanael  in  confeqaence 
of  this  teftimony,  it  appears  that  at  firft  he  was  at  a  I06  to 
know  how  this  (Iranger  fhould  be  acquainted  with  his  cha- 
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ziAer.  Wiihing  to  difcover  the  fonrce  of  his  intelligence, 
he  iayB ;  Whence  inowejl  thorn  me  f  Hit  was  certain  that  it 
was  not  from  perlbnal  interconrlc.  For  he  had  never  here- 
lofiire  £een  Jefiis.  Perhaps,  he  mi^  for  a  moment  fuppoCe 
d»t  it  was  by  report.  But  as  foon  as  oar  Lord  replied, 
Nathanael  was  fully  convinced  of  the  omnifcienoe  of  the 
fpeakcr.  Then  he  could  faCelj  apply  to  him  the  language 
of  the  PfSdmift;  Thau  undirfiandefi  my  thought  afar  off. 
Thorn ^umpajftjl  my  paih^  &c.  PiaL  czzxix.  2,  &c. 

The  fiuth  of  Nathanael  was  not  merely  rational.  It  wa^ 
fiipematoraL  For  he  came  to  Jefus  under  the  influence  of 
a  ftrong  national  prejudice.  He  defpiCed  him  before  he 
had  feen  htm.  Can  any  good  things  he  fays,  come  out  of 
Nauwretb  /  ver.  46.  As  he  did  not  once  fuppofie  tiiat  Je- 
fiis  cooU  know,  by  human  means,  what  had  paiTed  under 
thej^tree;  as  he  was  alio  under  the  power  of  that  preju- 
dice  already  mentioned ;  bad  not  his  faith  been  of  divine 
eperatioo,  he  wonld  moft  probably,  like  many  others,  have 
aicribed  the  Ibperior  powers  of  Jefus  to  magic.  But  at 
enoe,  all  his  objeAions  are  filenced,  and  he  breaks  ont  in 
thb  glorious  confeflion ;  Thou  art  the  Son  of  God, 

It  is  evident,  that  Nathanael  ufes  this  language  as  deno- 
ting a  proper  filiation.  For  Jefus  mentions  the  proof  which 
himfelf  had  given  of  divine  knowledge  as  the  immediate 
ground  of  this  Ifraeli^'s  faith :  Becaufe  I  faid  unto  thee, 
Ifavj  thee  under  the  fig-tree^  believe  fl  thou  f  ver.  50.  Now, 
this  was  no  otherwife  a  ground  of  Nathanaers  faith  in 
Chrift,  as  Meffiah,  than  as  it  was  a  clear  demooflration  of 
his  deity.  The  faith  of  this  good  man  did  not  operate  as 
that  of  many  other  believers  feems  to  have  done.  From 
the  demonftrations  of  Jefus  being  the  Meffiah,  they  con* 
eluded  that  he  was  the  Son  of  God  }  alcending  from  the 
le(s  to  the  greater.  But  Nathanael  concludes,  that  he  is 
the  Meffiah^  from  the  fatisfying  evidence  which  he  gave  V 
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his  being  Uie  Son  of  God»  equal  in  per£B&ioa  with  -  Ai 
Father.  In  this  trerj  order  are  the  articka  of  hia  cnwht 
fion  difpofed.  Nor  is  his  immediate  confieflion  of  }tSm  M. 
this  charader,  confidering  the  groond  of  it,  a  cbotempliUi 
proof  that  thofe,  who  waited  for  the  amfolaiiam  rfljmi^ 
'  expeded  a  divine  Saviour. 

3.  John,  the  harbinger  of  Jefos^  gives  him  this  cbafiflv, 
is  denoting  his  eternal  exifiemcej  and  his  power  to  £9m/ir  tk 
Hofy  Ghojl.  I  fAWy  he  fays,  and  hare  record^  iiattUti 
the  Son  of  God,  John  i.  34.  The  fenfe  in  whiek  he  ifed 
Ais  hmguage.  moil  be  learned  from  what  he  had  pnerimdfy 
/aid,  and  from  what  htfaw.  He  had  faid  to  his  dificiplesi 
j//ier  me  cometb  a  tmm^  who  is  preferred  beform  mu^  fir  be 
was  before  me^  ver.  30.  Whereas  the  Evaogelift^  in  dni 
chapter,  calls  the  Baptill  himfelf  mAfrntof,  the  tem  mt^  n 
u(ed  to  expreis  the  defignation  which  he  gave  to  Jc&s.  It 
feenfs  to  correfpond  to  C^*M  in  Hebrew,  which*  it  is  wtS 
known,  is  frequently  oppoied  to  D"1(t ;  the  ooe  HflfK«t«fg 
an  excellent  or  exalted  perfon,  and  the  other  exjneffiag 
meannefs  or  infirmity.  Avuf  is  alfo  often  u&d  by  pro£uK 
writers,  to  denote  iirength,  magnanimity,  or  excellence. 
Thus  Homer, 

AyffEf  trc,  f  1X01,  f/LvmacBt  h  fi«f  j3b;  aXicng,     II.  O.  174. 

Sometimes  they  exprelsly  oppo£e  e^^it.  to  avOguTni.  Ati^s; 
Motwi  tri  aaA^tnroi  fjtovov  vofju^ofityot.  Xenoph.  in  Uieroo.  Thus 
it  is  alfo  ufed  by  Herodotus  ;  IIoxxoi  oiSfttvoi,  oMyoi  ik  atip;, 
In  Polynm.  It  occurs  in  the  fame  fenfe  in  the  New  Tefla^ 
ment,  in  its  derivative  aiJ^i^fitrde,  ^it  yourfihes  like  maSi 
\  Cor.  xvi.  13. 

But  what  requires  our  particular  attention  is*  that  John 
exprefsly  allisrts  the  pre*exiAence  of  Jefus  as  the  reafba  of 
his  being  preferred  before  him  :  For  he  was  before  me.    la 
manner  of  expreilioD,  we  have  that  difiindion  which 
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the  cvangelift  (till  preferves  between  an  eternal,  and  a  li- 
mited, exiftence ;  ezprefling  the  former  always  bj  vm.  For 
with  rcfpeft  to  human  nativity»  John  was  indeed  hefort 
Jcfus.     But  this  declaration  has  been  already  explained  *. 

The  harbinger  calls  his  Lord  the  Son  of  Godf  in  relation 
allb  to  what  he  faw^  as  the  emblem  of  pei Tonal  dignity : 
He  tbatft$U  me  to  bapthie  with  water f  the  fame  /aid  unto 
mif  Upon  whom  tbou  Jbakfee  the  Spirit  defcending^  and  re* 
maimng  on  him,  the  fame  is  he  who  baptiaeth  with  the  Hofy 
Gh^%  ver.  33.  The  vifible  defcent  of  the  SpiriCi  and  hisi. 
refting  on  Jefus,  was  to  John  the  proof  of  his  being  that  il- 
Inftrioas  Perfbn  who  had  power  to  communicate  the  gifts 
and  graces  of  the  Spirit :  and  this  power  was  to  him  fo  &• 
tisfying  a  proof  of  deity,  that  he  immediately  bive  record 
thai  this  isthe^  or  more  literally ,  that  Son  of  God,  ver.  34. 
He  evidently  refers  to  the  teftimony  of  the  Father  con- 
cerning him,  This  is  my  beloved  Son ;  and  perhaps  to  his 
own  previous  teftimony  with  refped  to  priority  of  exift- 
ence. 

The  Baptift  coald  not  mean  merely  to  declare  that  Jefus 
was  the  Chrifif  or  one  anointed.  The  account  which  he 
gives  of  the  charafter  of  that  perfon  in  whom  this  fign  was 
to  be  fixlftlledv  as  this  charader  was  divinely  exprefled  tu 
him,  and  of  his  own  inference  from  it,  precludes  this  idea. 
For  as  the  term  Chrifi  is  paffive,  had  Jefus  been  pointed 
oat  merely  in  this  refpeft,  the  language  ought  to  have  been> 
Jiejame  is  he  who  is  baptized.  It,  indeed,  belongs  to  the 
Meffia^y  as  he  is  defcribed  in  fcripture,  to  anoint  or  baptixe 
wth  the  Holy  Ghofi.  But  tliis  belongs  to  him,  only  as  his 
office  prefuppofes  a  charaAer  originally  divine. 

To  thefe  words,  with  the  Holy  Gbojl^  the  Evangelifla 
Matthew  and  Luke  fnbjoin,  and  with  fo-e^  Mat.  iii.  ii. 
Lnke  iii.  16.    While  we  have  here  a  predlAion  of  what 
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ihoidd  be  the  external  fymbol  of  die  efibfioo  of  the  Spick 
on  the  dtfeiples,  (Ads  ii«  3.),  there  u  nndoubtedlj  •  rcfiv> 
ence  to  fomething,  under  the  OM  Teftament,  of  •  typied 
nature.  Some  apprehend,  that  there  b  an  allnfion  to  Ae 
doud  in  which  the  IfraeHtes  are  laid  to  have  been  h^iimd 
into  Mo/es.  It  was  not  only  a  pSlar  of  cloud  for  refrdfaiflf 
them,  but  ofjlre  for  ginng  light,  and  as  a  pledge  of  the  de- 
firudion  of  their  enemies.  Thus,  it  may  be  viewed  as  a 
ftriking  figure  of  the  operations  of  the  Spirit,  who  not  only 
itefrelhes  the  foub  of  all  true  Ifraelites,  but  confomes  their 
Ipiritual  foes  *.  Others  think  that  there  is  a  r^rence  to 
what  was  done,  in  vifibn,  to  the  prophet  Kaiah.  His  I^ 
were  touched  with  a  live  coal,  as  a  token  of  the  lemoval 
of  his  imquity,  chap.  vi.  6,  7.  f . 

But  to  which  foever  of  thefe  the  allnfion  is,  the  woidr 
contain  a  proof  of  the  deity  of  the  perfon  to  whom  they 
apply.  Is  the  pillar  of  cloud  and  fire  referred  to*?  Thm, 
an  Almighty  agent  u  intended.  For  /,  faith  Jkhovav, 
win  be  unto  her  a  v)aU  of  fire  round  about  ^  Zech.  ii.  5.  Ii 
the  fymbol  of  Ifaiah's  purification  alluded  to  ^  The  infer- 
ence is  tlie  fame.  For  it  is  Jehovait  who  xvq^es  aioav  the 
filtb  of  the  daughter  of  TLiony—^by  the  fpirit  of  humM^, 
Ifa.  iv.  4.  Our  Lard  is  faid  to  baptise  with  Jlre^  which  b 
of  a  mod  fubtile  and  penetrating  nature,  to  denote  the  dx* 
vine  energy  and  efficacy  of  his  work  on  the  heart. 

Jefus  is  here  exhibited  as  chat  Wifdom  who  had  laid  to- 
his  church  of  old  *,  IwiU pourout  my  fpirit  unto  yom^  Prov.i 
23.  as  that  Jehovah  who  had  promifed ;  Iwiitpour  out  wn 
fpirit  upon  all  flefb^  Joel  H.  a8.  For  the  ufe  of  water  in 
baptifm  is  an  emblem  of  this  divine  efliifion :  and  die  work 
is  expre&ly  afcribcd  to  our  SavtOur,  with  the  application  of 
this  very  promife  kit  mentioned  ;  He  bath  fbed  forth  thitf 
which  ye  now  fet  and  hear,  Aftsii.  16,  17.  33. 

The 

-»  Vid.  Lampe  in  Jom  i.  33.  f  See  Owen  oa  the  Spirit,  p.  J4. 
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The  work  idielf  is  a  dear  proof  of  hit  deity.  It  is  to 
\afimmib^poMrimt^orJbtdfortbtbeHofyGhofl.  Noir, 
sTcn  according  to  the  Socinian  Ijftein,  which  exhiUti  the 
ipirk  as  merely  the  wrtue  or  fowtr  of  God,  this  work  o£ 
Atfioo  certainly  far  trankends  the  rank  or  power  that  can 
natiooally  be  fnppofed  to  belong,  on  any  account  whatlb- 
nrer,  to  a  mere  creature.  The  pofleflbr  muft  firft  have  om 
vm  like  God^  and  be  able  to  thunder  wM  a  vake  iik§  bimm 
[t  is  to  fopppofe  a  £ir  firanger  myllery  than  that  of  the 
Prinity  itfel^  to  imagine  a  mere  man  capable  of  exerdfing' 
dl  die  power  of  God,  and  of  difpenfing  all  his  gifts  and 
graces,  with  all  that  unfpeakaUe  variety,  and  that  unerring 
nadnefi  which  is  reqmfite  in  the  government  of  the 
:hurch. 

He  who  baptmetb  mti  tbe  Hofy  Gbofi^  difpenfes  his  gifts 
md  graces  according  to  his  own  pleafore.  Thence  we' 
read  of  tbe  meafure  tf  tbe  gift  of  Cbrijl,  Eph.  iv.  7.  ^be 
Som  ftdeiemetb  wbom  be  wiH  John  ▼•  ii.  and  therefore  re- 
jidates  all  the  means  necefiary  for  this  end,  in  a  fovereign' 
manner.  The  Apofilcs  aicribe  tfie  whde  of  their  fuoceb* 
to  Jefos,  and  refeivie  the  different  degrees  of  it  into  the  fo- 
rereignty  of  his  will :  IVbo  tben  is  Paui^  and  wbo  ie  ApaOos^ 
htt  mimfiers  by  Ufbtrnt  ye  believed^  even  as  tbe  Lord  gave  to 
nfery  man  f  i  Cor.  iii.  5.  The  Holy  Spirit  is  faid  to  be 
tbe  Spirit  of  tbe  Son^  Gal.  iv.  6.  The  language  ufed  in  the 
paflage  under  eonfideration  implies  a  conftancy  of  power, 
md  therefore,  a  foveretgnty  of  operation.  Tbefome  is  be 
wbo  B  APTIZETH.  It  is  obfervcd  that  this  is  the  fiime  as  if 
it  ^hrere  (aid,  «'  This  is  the  bapti^er  with  the  Holy  Ghoft." 
But  the  fame  fovereignty  is  afcribed  to  the  Spirit :  AUthefi 
worketb  thai  one  and  tbe  feif 'fame  Spirit^  dividing  to  every 
mamfeveraOy  as  be  wiff^  1  Cor.  xii.  zi.  Now,  thefe  things 
cannot  be  tme,  unlefs  Jefus  be  really  the  Son  of  God,  and 
To  his  will  and  that  of  the  Spirit  be  eflentialiy  one. 

•  -^  In 
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sink.     Lu:  i^  2s  &  via  prrrnir  to  God.    Is 

GiM  :ncm  far»£^»  i^  b^crt^  A^  XT.  9.     Aad  be  OB^ 

B  dir  i:  :  Yor  lit  b^OBc  isssf  ^  is,  Tcr.  S.     The  fi^oiflff 

ir:.-*  csf  li^tt  MpLuiL  fi  tbe  praof  xbool  joba  pwci  of  Jdb 

It  3nT  be  Uftd,  tba:  ^  ucAos^  Jobs  oonld  faapdic  Mk 
■-  »at«r  ocJj.  like  Hixj  Gitaz  aoc  bcsif  jct  gives,  Ab 
•*  ]r:r::o«r  bicrrbe^  to  jefus  wss  caBSened  on  hk  ioDDVCXi. 
^  «ho  ooc&manicftted  dx  %Brxt  bj  tke  ia^Mfidoo  cC  tbcir 
**  •  >«>d>.*'  Kct  it  is  r^^er  o^ct  uid  of  any  £errist  os 
C:*.'*'!,  '»o»"  tniir^r.1  Lacker,  thai  be  b^fcize^  Zixth  the  Hdj 
Cm',  yju  Ttit  di-'cipie*  cos'd  preiead  to  Dochiog  more  xbssk 
iijy.:jLiK^  in  or  .*::::  L:»  nkr^e.  Eot  ic  hss  been  alresdj 
proved  'ii«t,  ic  trie  coxm:iric^us3  cf  Lhe  Spirit,  tbcj  vere 
uird  nr. e ft iv  as  ir.i'iramrrita  •- 

like  afcn^itioD  o:  this  fplriru.]  bapti£m  to  JeTus  zs  inti- 
roacely  ccniicacd  v^uri  oirier  ch^^ers  of  deitj.  For  the 
Baptnl  irnzTktcWtiy  aiidi  ;  Ji'is'r  /li.v  u  in  hzj  LasJ,  amd  hi 
'd:ifi thrjrfju'yhly  frjrgt  hisf.ocr^  end gathtr  bis  UMOi  im^  hu 
gnrmr ;  but  he  ^L-iii  I  urn  up  thi  chaff  urtb  um^umchshk 
Jire.  Mat.  iii.  12-  A  T€:ii  proprutj  in  the  church  is  here 
:ifcri}ifd  to  Jcfua.  It  n  C'lJled  b:s  fioor,  Bnt  the  church  is 
ibt  f/ouf  of  the  iiz'ing  God,  It  is  God's  bujhanJry.  Thieit 
difltrerji  « :KpU'flioria  convey  the  Uzne  idea.  Will  aaj  one 
then,  that  tSie  church  is  as  reallj  the  property  of  a 
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■icic  maBf  IS  of  tbt  livimg  CodI — Divine  ju&ice  is  repre- 
fiented  is  eflemial  to  Jefus.  For  it  is  not  faid  that  God's 
fan^  or  ficvc«  is  in  Cbdft's  handi  but  his  own ;  wbofefaa^  \ic^ 
^-Omnifcienqc  is  virtually  aicribed  to  him.  For  he  is  faid 
toperfomi  n  work  which  neceflarily  implies  this  pcrfttdion: 
HtJbaUtboramghly  purge  bis  fioor.'^^^i^t,vtx%  are  deCcribed 
aft  peculiarly  his  property ;  and  how  could  this  be,  if  he 
were  not  their  God  ?  They  are  bu  wbaU. — ^Heaven  itfelf 
is  buganur^  Luke  iii.  X7.-^To  him  is  the  eternal  ponilk- 
menC  of  the  wicked,  as  well  as  the  beatification  of  the 
ri^teonsv  aicribed  :  He  will  gaiber  bis  wbeai^-hgt  tbe  cbaff 
be  vnllbmrm  wiib  fin  unqueMcbaUe,  But  this  work  is  the 
divine  prerogative.  God  bim/elf  is  Judge.  It  is  ovr  God^ 
before  whom  a  fire  fifoU  devour^  Pfal.  1.  3.  6.  It  is  God, 
who  (hall  raim  on  tbe  wicked  fire  and  hrimfione^  Pial.  xL-6. 
la  tbe  baud  of  Jehovah  is  that  cup,  of  which  tbe  viae  is 
red.  He  it  is  who  pouretb  out  of  tbe  fame^  Pfal.  Ixzv.  8. 
There  is  only  ome  lawgiver^  vsbo  is  able  tofave^  and  to  de^ 
firoj^f  Jam.  iv.  12.  None  but  a  divine  Perfon  coi|ld  be  fit 
for  this  awfiil  work.  Only  the  omnifcient  God  could  cer- 
tainly difcem  betiveen  the  chaff  and  the  wheat.  My  God: 
1  appeal  from  the  judgment  of  a  man  like  myfelf.  By  thy 
dccifion  only  wiU  1  (land.  So  finall  is  tbe  grain  oi  precious 
feed  in  this  heart,  that,  were  I  to  be  judged  by  the  mod 
difceming  creature,  he  would  be  in  danger  of  fweeping  it 
away  with  the  chaff. 

4.  The  confeilion  of  Martha  corr^ponds  with  thofe 
whidi  we  have  already  coniidered.  She  pro&ffcd  her  faith 
in  Jclus,  as  that  Son  of  God  who  was  himfelf  tbe  Life^  and 
who  could  fovereignly  communicate  life  to  others.  Before 
our  Lord  entered  into  difcourle  with  her,  (he  believed  that» 
by  his  prefence,  he  could  have  prevented  the  death  of  La- 
xams.  For  this  was  her  (alutation^  lard^  if  tbau  badfl 
been  bere^  ny  bs^otbtr  bad  not  died^  John  Jci*  2i.     She  at  the 

%  fame 
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fame  time  exprcfles  her  conviGdon  of  the  conftaat  eflkvj 
of  his  interccffion  :  But  I  know^  thai  efftn  now  wbaifine 
tbou  wib  ajk  of  God^  God  wiB  grot  it  thet^  ver.  22.  She 
feemed  to  confine  her  ideas  of  the  power  of  Jefiu  to  boMj 
prefence,  to  divine  donatton,  and  to  the  prevalence  of  hb 
prayers.  Therefore,  before  be  would  give  her  mn j  difpby 
of  his  power,  he  accounts  it  neceflary  to  enlarge  and  ele- 
vate her  ideds  concerning  it.  In  order  to  this,  he  dedara 
his  mediatory  charafter,  in  (lich  terms  as  neceflarilj  implj 
his  original  and  eiTential  dignity :  /  am  the  refitrreBm^ 
and  the  lift.  He  alfo  (hews  that  faith  k  the  mean  of  deri* 
ving  life  from  him,  and  that  he  is  himfelf  the  proper  ob* 
jed  of  it :  Ht  that  bdievetb  in  me^  though  he  were  dead,  jit 
Jhallhe  live^  ver.  25.  Then  he  declares  the  eternity  of  thii 
life ;  informing  Martha  that  it  is  perpetuated  by  unioa  to 
him,  and  by  a  conftant  life  of  faith  in  him  :  And  nio^ 
ever  liveth  and  believetb  in  me^Jbail  never  die.  In  addidoa 
to  this,  not  for  his  own  information,  but  for  her  inftruAioo, 
and  for  exciting  her  to  the  more  vigorous  excrcife  of  faith, 
he  propofes  the  following  queftion;  Believejl  thou  this! 
ver.  26.  She  tedifies  her  afTent  in  thcfe  words,  TVa,  lord; 
acknowledging  his  dominion  over  her  faith  ;  and  alfo  fob- 
joining  a  more  particular  confeflion  of  it :  /  helieve  that 
thou  art  the  Cbrifty  the  Son  ofGod^  whofbouid  come  into  the 
world.  She  firft  declares  her  pcrfuafion  of  the  fovereign 
power  of  Jefus  ;  and  then  her  faith  with  refpefi  to,  not  on- 
ly his  official  charafter,  but  his  eiTential  dignity  and  pre 
exiftence.  The  connexion  between  the  fimple  affirmative 
and  the  following  confeffion,  (hews  that,  in  her  apprehen- 
fion,  believing  in  him,  not  merely  as  the  Chrifi^  but  as  the 
Son  ofGody  was  equivalent  to  a  perfuafion  of  his  being /if 
fountain  of  lifty — and  having  power  to  communicate,  aad 
to  continue  it  to  etemitv.     Her  faith  rifes  in  its  exerdfet 
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and  extends  in  its  views,  in  confequence  of  die  teflimooj 
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r  of  the  author  and  Jimjber  if  faitb.  He  gave  her  the  moft 
B  cQQvinciDg  evidence  of  the  truth  of  what  he  teftinedt  with 
=  icfpefi  to  himiielf  as  tbt  rtfttm&ioa  and  the  life^  bj  a  re- 
r  oewed  communicaticm  of  life  to  her  (bul.  While  he  fpok^ 
r  be  ihewed,  by  the  operation  of  his  Spirit,  that  his  worda 
wts^fpirit  and  life. 

If  it  did  not  appear  to  Jeiiis  that  Martha  at  firft  enter* 
taioed  ideas  unworthj  of  his  dignity,  whj  did  he  exhibit 
himfelf  in  a  fupcriqr  point  of  view  ?  But  while  (be  confi* 
ned  all  his  power  to  donation,  did  (he  not  believe  that  hf 
coold  obtain  any  thing  from  God  by  prayer  ?  Did  (he  not, 
therefore,  think  as  highly  of  htm  as  Socinians  do  ?  Is  there 
one  of  them  who  believes  that  Je&is,  in  the  proper  fenfe 
of  language,  is  tie  Lifi^  as  having  it  in  bimfelft  and  as  ha* 
ving  a  right  to  communicate  it  in  a  fovereign  manner  to 
others? 

That  Jefiis  performed  the  miracle  recorded  in  this  chap* 
ter,  to  confirm  the  &ith  of  Martha  and  the  reft  of  the  dif- 
dpies  in  himfelf  as  a  divine  Perfon,  is  evident,  not  only 
firom  what  has  been  obierved,  but  from  the  end  which  he 
expre&ly  propoled  in  this  work.  It  has  been  formerly 
feen,  that  he  ezhibiud  the  glory  of  tbe  Son  of  God  as  the 
fupreme  and  ultimate  end ;  laying  to  the  twelve,  Tbisjici'' 
ntfs  is'-^or  tbt  glory  of  Godf  ibat  tbt  Son  of  God  may  bt 
gbrifiid  tbtrtif  *•  The  Son  of  God  was  glorified,  becanle 
it  i^>peare4  in  a  very  ftriking  manner,  by  this  miracle, 
that  he  is  that  God  who  qmicitnttb  tbt  dead^  and  who  is  the 
objed  of  fiuth  in  this  charafier,  Rom.  iv.  17.  that  be  hath 
not  merely  power  to  give  life,  but  that  hit  is  tbt  Ift*  This 
was  tbt  ghrj  of  God  which  Martha  was  to  ftt,  if  flie  con- 
tinued to  ttlitvti  as  our  Lord  reminds  her,  when  her  faith 
began  to  decline  in  its  exerciie,  from  a  confideration  of  na« 
tnral  dbftacles,  ver.  40. 

5.  The 

^  See  aboTe«  p.  413, 414* 
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*  5*.  The  difciples  confeis  their  Mafter  in  this  chanfler,  m 
exprelfive  of  his  power  over  nature,  and  of  his  righi  to  i& 
gidus  ww'Jbip.  On  occafion  of  their  deliverance  from  i 
ftdttR,  a  clufter  of  miracles  is  pre&nted  to  view.  Thej 
fee  Jefus  walking  on  the  waters.  At  his  word,  Peter  dod 
the  fame.  When  Jefus  enters  into  the  fliip,  the  wind  oedb 
at  once,  though  boifterous  the  moment  before ;  and  die 
ihip,  which  Wad  in  the  midft  of  the  fea,  is  immediaiefy^ 
the  land  whither  they  wettt^  Mat.  xiv.  24-^33.  J^^  ^*'  *'• 
iTherefore,  with  one  Voice,  they  fay  unto  hinii  Thtfy  thoi 
art  the  Son  of  Goi.  It  cannot  teafooaUy  be  doubted,  dut 
they  gave  him  this  charader,  as  fignifying  their  perfiufioo 
that  he  was  a,  dliviine  Peribn.  For  all  the  concomitaiitcir- 
cumftances  ihew,  in  the  cleared  manner,  that  they  fonncd 
no  other  opinion.  The  difciples  knew  that  God  aloae 
could  fnfpend  the  laws  of  nature.  They  could  not,  indeed^ 
be  ignorant,  that  he  had  occafionally  employed  men  is  his 
inftrumenrs  in  this  work.  But  they  could  nover  imagme 
that  any  man  could  pommunicate  this  power  to  another; 
and  far  lefs,  that  he  coald  communicate  it  in  an  authoriti- 
tTve  and  abfolute  way.  They  had  been  witnefles,  however, 
of  Jefus  doing  fo.  While  they  hefitated  whether  it  were 
he,  whom  they  faw  walking  on  the  fea,  or  a  fpirit ;  Peter 
propofcd  this  teft  of  the  truth  of  what  his  Mafter  had  faid ; 
Lord^  if  It  he  tl>ouj  hid  me  cotne  unto  thee  on  the  water.  He 
not  only  gives  him  a  name,  in  its  full  fenfe,  denoting  oni- 
verfal  dominion  -,  but  expreflcs  his  perfuafion  that  Jefus 
could  extend  the  fanie  power,  in  its  ei&As,  to  him  alfo,  and 
that  he  could  accomplifh  this  by  a  word.  He  craves,  thai 
this  glorious  operator  would  give  forth  his  word  of  autho- 
rity, faying,  Cominand  me  to  come.  For  the  word  «Xiw 
always  denotes  authority,  and  fometimes  that  which  b  ah- 
folute  and  definitive.  Thus  it  is  ufcd,  Mat.  xxvii.  64.  widi 
refpcA  to  the  power  of  PilatCi  the  Roman  Governor,  over 

his 
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his  {bidiers ;  Commani  that  tbifepukbre  be  made  fure,  lit 
the  laxne  chsipter  in  which  we  have  an  accoDxit  of  the  mi- 
racles tinder  confideration,  it  ezprelTes  the  authoritj  of  He- 
rod ;  He  commanded  the  head  of  John  to  he  given  her^  \tx,^. 
It  is  evident  that,  as  foon  as  Peter  received  the  command 
firom  his  Lord,  he  confidered  it  as  the  ^ord  of  a  king^  and 
as  conveying  power.  For  he  came  down  out  of  the  fbtp. 
His  faith  reiled  on  the  authoritative  word  of  Jcfus.  Thils 
he  gave  him  the  honour  that  belongs  to  God  onlj. 

It  was  genuine  faith.  For  it  was  the  mean  of  his  fup- 
port  on  the  watery  element.  He  walhed  on  the  water. 
When  he  began  to  (ink,  Chrift  does  not  reprove  him  for 
tmfting  in  the  word  of  a  man  like  himfelF;  which  he  cer- 
tainly would  have  done,  had  this  been  the  cafe.  But  he 
charges  him  with  truHing  too  little,  and  (harply  reproves 
him  for  doubting.  Now,  what  did  Peter  doubt?  Unque- 
ftionably,  the  power  of  Chrift's  word  of  command.  There- 
fore, our  Saviour  blames  his  difciple  for  doubting  that, 
which  i^  had  been  his  fin  to  have  trufted,  had  Jefus  been  a 
mere  man.  He  reproves  him  for  what,  on  this  fuppofition, 
mud  have  been  his  duty;  becaufe  it  is  written,  Curjed  be 
the  man  that  tru/letb  in  man. 

Thofe  who  were  in  the  (hip  acknowledged,  in  confequence 
of  what  they  had  (een,  that  Jefus  was  truly  the  Son  ofGodm 
The  word  o^n^;,  rendered  truly ^  often  denotes  the  cer- 
tainty of  that  evidence  by  which  the  truth  of  any  thing  is 
demonftrated.  But  it  is  alfo  ufed  to  (ignify  the  trutli  of  a 
thing  itfelf,  with  refpe&  to  its  e(r:nce.  The  latter  feems 
to  be  the  fenfe  here.  It  is  equivalent  to  their  feying ; 
V  Thou  art  the  true,"  or  "  proper  Son  of  God."  They 
could  have  no  other  meaning.  They  not  only  wittv^Ted 
the  divine  power  of  his  word ;  but  ezprefsly  declared  their 
convidion  of  this,  by  joining  adoration  with  their  confef- 
i^o.     They  were  aflured  that  God  alone  treadeth  upon  the 
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VMves  oftbejfeot  (Job  iz.  8.).  Theref<^e,  they  ^oorfiMpfd 
him^fayingji  Of  a  truth  thou  art  the  Son  of  God,  Tlntlk 
tprm  ufed  denotes  religious  woriliipi  we  have  eUewkn 
proved.. 

'  It  alfo  appears  that  the  man  bom  blixid»  whom  Jebs  ifr 
fiored  to  fight,  had  fach  a  faith  in  him  as  the  Son  of  Gol, 
cfpecially  in  conCequence  of  having  the  eyes  of  his  umb 
fianiing  etdightemd^  as  to  account  him  entitled  to  reSgm 
adoration.  For  when  Jefusfaid  unto  hsm^  Do/l  thou  beSevi 
on  the  Son  of  God  J  on  the  ground  of  Chrift's  teftimcxiyf 
that  it  was  he  who  fpoke  to  him,  he  replied  ;  Lard,  I  k- 
lieve.     And  he  wor/hipped  bim^  John  ix.  35— ^sS. 


CHAP.     V. 

Of  the  life  of  this  Exprefjum  by  the  Apoflki  and  Uhers^  afier 
the  AJcenfion  ofjefus. 

TXr£  are  now  to  (hew  in  what  fenfe  this  charafier,  tU 
Son  of  Godt  was  given  to  Jefus,  after  his  afcenfioo. 
He  had  proraifed  to  fend  the  Holj  Ghoft,  to  lead  the  dif- 
ciples  into  aii  truth.  He  was  accordingly  ihed  forth  on  the 
day  of  Pcntecod.  It  is  of  importance  to  obferve  the  cod- 
fequcncc  of  this  effufion.  For  we  are  under  a  nece/Ecy  of 
believing,  that  any  former  miflakes  would  henceforth  be 
re£lified,  and  that  what  they  underftood  inoperfedly  wodU 
be  clearly  revealed.  But,  inftead  of  afibrding  any  evi- 
dence that  they  had  formerly  underftood  the  term  under 
confideration  in  too  high  a  fenfe,  they  confirm  that  verj 
fenfe'  in  which  it  has  been  explained,  both  in  their  dii^ 
cou^s,  and  in  their  writings. 

I.  That  tlicy  ufed  it  in  a  different  fenfe  from  that  of  either 
of  thefe  expreflions,  Jefus  and  Chrijl^  has  been  already  pro- 
ved 
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ed  from  the  fubjefi  of  Paul's  preacbiog,  A£b  ix*  20.  and 
XMn  the  Eunuch's  confef&oo,  chap.  viii.  37. 
a.   Thej  afcribe  to  our  Lord  a  fonihip  entirely  different 
'om  that  of  adoption.    God  fent  forth  bis  Son,  made  (f  a 
ranum^  made  wider  tie  law^^^iat  we  might  receive  the 
dofiioM  of  fons^  Gal.  iv,  4,  5.    According  to  Socinians, 
lb  ought  to  have  been  ;  **  God  adopted  one,  as  a  Son,  to 
whom  he  had  no  eflential  relation,  that  we  ought  receive 
the  fiime  privilege."     For  it  ieems  to  be  now  the  gene« 
il  dofirine  of  thefe  writers,  that  Je&is  receives  this  defig- 
ation  in  the  fame  refpeA  as  all  believers,  only  with  fome 
ittle  difierence  as  to  the  degree  of  honour.    They  agree' 
liat  it  is  as  really  adoption  with  refped  to  Chrift,  as  with 
ttfeSt  to  Chriftians.    For  they  do  not  apprehend  that,  by 
atnre,  they  are  more  alienated  from  God,  than  he  was. 
tnt  tliey  oppofe  the  infpired  Apoftle*    For  while  he  a* 
Bribes  the  privilege  of  adoption,  as  conferred  on  thole  who 
rere  morally  alienated,  to  the  work  of  redemption  as  its 
mmediate  cau& ;  he  traces  it  up  to  the  love  of  God  in 
ending  a  Son,  nay,  to  the  dignity  of  the  perfon  lent,  as 
leing  6is  Son.    If  there  be  any  propriety  in  the  Apoftle's 
ugnage,  Jefus  was  the  Son  of  God,  before  he  performed 
ny  part  of  that  work,  by  which,  according  to  Sodnians, 
ic  entitled  himlelf  to  this  dignity.    He  was  not  merely  the 
K«  of  God,  after  he  had  obeyed^  or  in  obeying  the  law «, 
mt  ^sjintforthf  as  affuming  our  nature,  as  fubmitting  to 
be  lew.   The  honour  of  fonfhip,  to  be  procured  for  others, 
I  evidently  connefked  with  a  dignity  (to  which  it  bore 
bme  relemblaiice)  proper  to  the  glorious  agent,  before  he 
jitered  on  the  work  of  purchafe.    Did  not  this  cbarafier, 
m  applied  to  Jefus,  denote  a  ftate  of  exiftence  eflentially 
iiperior  to  human  birth  and  legal  fubjedion,  there  would 
IC  fbmething  ridiculous  in  the  language  here  ufed.     What- 
ever Socinians  may  make  of  that  phrafe,  maJe  ^a  woman. 
Vol.  I.  F  f  it 
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it  muft  be  hard  for  them  to  fliew  that  God  could  hift  i 
Son,  who  fluNild  be  a  mere  creatore,  aad  jet  obw  ik 
law. 

3.  Jefos  is  exhibited  as  the  Soo  of  God,  in  «  faSt  &f^ 
rior  to  that  in  which  he  is  die  Stm  ofDami.  TUs  tppen 
from  the  qncftion  which  he  propoled  to  the  Fhaftfea; 
IVbai  think  ye  0/ Cbrijl  f  vohofe  ftmkhtf  Whcntbeya^ 
fweredy  Of  David^  he  immediatelj  replies,  Houf  iimM 
David  in  fpirit  call  him  Lordf^^If  Damid  coB  turn  Imi 
how  is  he  his  San  f  Mat.  Txii.  41^—45.  The  fiiD  delipi  of 
this  qaeftion  we  kam  from  an  Apofik  of  Jefiis  Gkrift.  It 
was  undoubtedly  meant  to  ezprels  this  importuit  doflnci 
that,  although  made  of  tie  feed  of  David  aecordtag  tt  ifc 
Jk/h^  he  was  alfo  the  Son  of  God  according  fo  tbe  ffirk  ^ 
bolinefs^  or  his  divine  nature,  Rom.  i.  3,  4.  Is  diere  lott 
contrail  evidendj  ftated  here  ?  And  where  can  it  lie^  if  k 
be  not  betwepi  the  human,  and  the  divineaatiireof  Quift? 
If  he  be  called  the  Son  of  Davids  to  which  the  ApoSk*^ 
hngoage  is  equivalent,  according  to  the  fUfb ;  nnqoeilicD- 
ably,  he  is  not  called  the  Son  of  God  in  the  fame  refped. 
If  the  former  charaAer  engrols  all  that  pertains  to  his  jC^, 
or  human  nature ;  the  latter  muft  refer  to  fomething  entirc- 
Ij  difierent. 

Socinians  reply,  that  the  word  in  this  paffage  rendered 
declared^  fignifies  confiituted.  But  this  fenfe  of  flfl9ftrr^' 
would  deftroy  the  antithefis  evidently  ftated  between  tht 
flejh  and  the  fpirit  of  holinefi.  It  is  confidently  aflerted 
that  opi{'«  is  never  ufed,  either  in  the  New  Teftament  or 
elfewhere,  as  fignifying  to  declare*  But  the  contrary  maj 
eafily  be  evinced.  It  feems  moft  natural  to  underftand  it 
in  this  fenfe,  Ads  zvii.  31.  He  hath- appointed  a  day^  in  tk- 
Vfhich  he  will  judge  the  world  in  righteoufnefs  hy  that  nun 
whom  he  hath  declared^  bfr.  The  context  requires  this 
view.   For  with  thofe  times  of  ignorance  which  Cod  winhtd 

air 
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bi^  the  Apoftle  contrafts  that,  in  wiiich  he  fpeaks,  as  a  time 
<xf  far  greater  light.  He  proves  that  it  is  fo,  from  this 
Verj  circumftance  of  God  declaring  or  manifefting  Jefta 
Chrifl,  hj  his  refurreftioh,  as  qualified  for  the  work  of 
judging  the  world-  It  feems  alfo  to  be  ufed  in  this  fenfe, 
Tcr.  26.  He  bath  determined  the  times  before  appointed.  If 
we  do  not  underftand  it  of  declaring^  the  language  is  tauto- 
logical. 

It  is  confiderablj  in  fisivonr  of  this  as  the  meaning,  that, 
in  die  Old  Teftament,  God  fo  frequently  appeals  to  this 
power  of  declaring  future  events,  as  a  proof  of  his  deitj,  in 
oppofition  to  the  idols  of  the  heathen  *•  One  would  almoft 
think  that,  in  the  paflage  laft  mentioned,  there  was  a  refer- 
ence to  the  words  of  God  by  the  prophet ;  Wbo^  as  /,— 
JkJI  declare  it^  andfet  it  in  order  for  me^fnce  I  appointed  the 
anctem  peopk^  and  the  things  that  are  comings  and  fball 
eowtef  let  tbemjbew  unto  them  /  Ifa.  xliv.  7. 

Thb  word  is  ufed  bj  profiuie  writers  to  denote  inch  a 
dedaration  as  implies  an  accurate  and  logical  definition  f . 
Therefore,  here  it  does  not  fimplj  fignifj  that  Jefus  was 
declared  to  be  the  Son  of  God ;  but  that,  bj  his  refurredion, 
he  was  ftrifilj  and  accurately  defined  to  be  his  Son,  in  foch 
a  fenfe  as  could  apply  to  no  other  {,  and  fo  clearly,  that 
none  but  thofe  who  were  wilfully  blbd  could  refiife  the 
juftneis  of  the  charafter,  as  applied  to  him  in  its  proper 
meaning. 

He  was  thus  declared  tp  2b^i,  as  exifting  in  the  powec 
of  God,  as  eflentially  poflefling  omnipotence  ||.  For  thb  is 
often  the  fenfe  of  the  word,  rendered  power^  when  ufed 
abfolutely  $.    We  are  not  to  underftand  that  expreffion^ 

Ffa  the 
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this  very  coatraft  difimffi j  ftated  bj  the  fiunc  in^nd 
wrilier,  I  Urn.  in.  i5.  C^  nas  mam^tfL  im  thgJU/k^j^Hh 
fiadim  the  fftrit.  As  tit  JU/b  here  vadoabcedly  dcnetti 
the  hntnanity  of  Cbrift,  it  is  laoft  natnrBl  to  imlnllar* 
the  Sftrk^  as  denoting  his  divinity.  When  the  etn^Son 
speared  in  thtJUJb^  his  enemies  denied  that  he  was  God. 
Bat  he  wi^jufiijud  in  his  daim  of  dcitj,  not  onl j  faj  die 
infinite  ptuit  j  *,  bat  b j  the  infinite  power  of  this  natnrc, 
cfpeciallj  as  difplajed  in  his  rifing  again  from  the  dead. 

The  divbe  nature  of  Chrift  maj  be  called  ibtffirit  of 
boiinefu  as  he  is  hizn£elf  defigned  the  mqft  bofy^  or  tht  holy 
efbolui^  Dan.  iz.  24.  In  this  pafiage  of  Daniel,  as  Came- 
ro  obferves,  the  holy  of  holies  u  the  (bbjeft,  and  amoiiUmg 
the  attribute  f.  But  it  will  not  be  refufed,  that  this  anoint- 
ing denotes  the  work  of  the  Holy  Ghoft,  with  lefpeft  to 
Jelus  in  his  mediatory  charafier.  Therefore,  he  is  amhatd^ 
who  was,  before,  the  mofi  holy.  Thus,  the  latter  expreflioD 
mufl  refer  to  his  divine  nature. 

There  is  the  greateft  propriety  in  afcribing  the  refor- 
re Aion  of  Jefus  to  his  own  power.     Sometimes,  indeed,  it 

IS 
♦  Athinaf.  ide  Inctnuuione  Vcrbi  Dei,  Open,  voL  L  p.  59a. 
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is  attrilmted  to  the  Father}  beeanle  it  was  the  judicial  ac- 
quittal of  Jefm  from  all  the  demands  of  the  law  that  he  had 
been  madt  wndar^  and  tiie  glorious  evidence  of  the  per&Aioa 
of  his  iacrifice.  But  Jelbsalfo  claims  this  honour  to  bimfelf, 
as  a  demonffaration  of  his  eflential  power  and  glory.  Df. 
flr^fibiMUmpb^htikjZy  amdim  ibret  days  I  mil  raifi  it  ufp 
John  ii.  19.  TTfirefort  dotb  my  Fatber  love  sif,  bt€auf§  I 
laf  dionm  my Ufi^  tbat  I m^bt  take iiqgaiu.  Thiscooldbe 
no  proper  reafbn  of  the  Father's  love,  unlels  the  Son  had  a 
fovereign  authority  over  his  own  life.  To  (hew  that  this 
is  hi^Bicaning,  he  adds  \  No  wu  (jAtf)  taisib  it  from  me^ 
batillay  ii  dovm  of  myfelf:  I  bavt  pofver  to  lay  ii  doumf 
asid  I  bane  power  io  take  ii  a^gais^  John  z.  17,  18.  He  in* 
deed  fiibjoins;  Tbis  commandmmt  bave  I 'received  of  my 
Faiber.  Bnt  this  no  ways  refpefis  the  origin  of  hkpawerf 
but  the  reafon  of  lus  exerdfing  it,  (in  die  flate  of  a  fer- 
vant  vohmtarily  aflumed)  in  his  dying\aid  rifing  again.  **  If 
**.  Clhrift  had  done  no  more  in  the  refurredion,  than  lifted 
•«  up  his  body,  when  it  was  revived,  he  had  done  that 
**  which  any  other  peribn  might  have  done,  and  £9  had 
*'  not  declared  himfelf  to  be  the  Son  of  God  with  power  *.'* 
Hb  refurredioo,  therefore,  muft  have  been  (b  owing  to  his 
own  poweTf  as  in&llibly  to  demonftrate  that  he  was  the 
Son  of  God,  of  the  fame  effenoe  and  perfedion  with  tha 
Father. 

.  But  what  is  the  real  import  of  the  Socinian  doArine  from 
this  pafli^  ?  It  neoeflarily  fuppofes,  that  Jefos  was  made 
ibi  Cbrifii  in  fome  unknown  nature,  entirdy  different  from 
the  himian,  which  is  here  called  ibe  JUflf.  It  makes  the 
ApoAle  iay,  that  Jefns,  by  his  reforrefiioo,  was  made  or 
€om/liimied  tbe  Son  of  God  impower^  that  is,  a  Saviour  com- 
pletdy  qualified  for  the  great  work  entrufied  to  him ; 
whik    1^   the   drcumflances   attending  bb  rafiirrefiion 
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be  czoepdoD.  For  the  whok  force  of  it  Ces  in  the  (iippo- 
idoo,  that  his  fonfhip  natorallj  devited  him  above  the 
icoeffitj  of  obedience.  This  exception,  indeed,  would  im- 
ilj  the  grofleft  impioprietj.  For  hu  obedience  muft  be 
loofidered  as  his  title  to  this  honour.  If  Jefus  be  an  adopt* 
id  SoO|  the  language  is,  in  every  p<nnt  of  view,  ridiculous. 
NTas  it  any  thing  ftrange  for  an  adopted  Son  to  learn  ob»- 
lieoce,  or  to  learn  it  even  by  fuffiuing  ?  Had  not  Abra- 
mil,  and  MoCes,  and  Job  done  Co?  Or  was  any  thing  fe 
liicfily  the  duty  <^  inch  a  fon,  as  to  kam  obedience  to  his 
Eidier? 

We  muft,  therefore,  underftand  the  infpired  writer  as 
[peaking  of  a  ion,  who  was  modi  under  a  law^  which  origi- 
rnlly  had  no  claim  of  obedience  from  him.  If  it  ihould 
be  find  that  the  term  Son  is  here  to  be  underftood  as  eqm- 
valent  to  Mediator^  then  the  force  of  the  reafoning  would 
be ;  ^  Though  he  was  Mediator,  yet  he  was  Ij^ediator.'* 
For  his  work  in  this  chara&er  was  comprehended  in  that 
very  obedience  here  delcribed  *. 

5.  He  is  declared  to  be  a  Son,  the  mtffion  of  whom  was 
the  greateft  manifeftation  of  the  Father's  /ovf.     God  so 
ioved  the  world  that  be  gave  bis  only  begotten  Son^  John 
iiL  l6.     In  this  was  manifefitdtbe  love  of  God  toward  us^ 
hecaufe  tbat  God  sent  bis  only  begotten  Son  into  tbe  worlds 
that  we  might  live  through  him^  1  John  iv.  9.     It  is  granted 
that  the  miffion  of  the  Son  is  expreired  as  the  greateft  evi- 
dence of  love,  in  connexion  with  the  illuflrious  end  in  view, 
his  being  a  propitiation.     But  fuch  peculiar  flreis  is  laid  on 
the  very  fending  of  this  peribn,  as  to  convey  the  idea  of 
his  eflential  dignity.     The  delivering  of  one  man  to  death, 
for  the  benefit  of  others,  would  have  been  no  uncommon 
evidence  of  love  from  him,  who  had  already  ^ven  men  for 
his  church,  and  people  for  her  life ;  Egypt  for  her  ranfom, 
Ediiopia  and  Seba  for  her,  \bu  xliii.  3,  4.    How  Imall  a 

F  f  4  gift 
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gift  for  hinii  before  whom  tbe  natioms  an  as  tie  drop  of  a 
bucket  and  tie  /mail  duji  of  the  bala$ue  !  Bat  fuppofbig 
that  God  had  given  no  greater  ranfom ;  how  could  his  love 
be  b  fignally  manifiefied  by  the  gift  i  Was  it  £9  grest  t 
inatter  to  find  a  mere  man  into  the  world  of  mica  i 

6.  He  is  a  Son  poflefled  of  power  to  defiroy  SaiaOf  wi 
inani&fted  for  this  end.  For  this  purpofi  the  Som  of  God 
Vfas  man^fsfied^  that  he  might  defiroy  the  woris  rf  the  Dend^ 
I  John'  iiL  8.  The  fame  tmth  is  otherwife  eiprefled, 
yen  5.  TV  hwoivii  that  he  was  manifefied  to  take  aweg^  mrjinu 
Satan,  being  the  ruler  of  the  darknefs  of  this  worH  mnt 
be  ftronger  than  mere  man.  Indeed,  the  language  uM  bj 
John  implies;  that  no  one  had  been  able  to  defizoy  SatsB'k 
works,  before  the  appearance  of  the  Son  of  God.  Even  he 
could  not  do  fo,  but  bj  taii^g  away  our  ftns^  That  this 
denotes  a  real  deliverance  firom  the  guilt  and  d<Hninian  of 
iin,  is  clear,  not  only  from  the  language  here  u£ed,  but  from 
the  general  tenor  of  ibriptural  dodrine.  72#  ftrasig  mm 
could  be  fpoiled^  only  by  the  flrongtr^  Luke  zL  22.  A])d 
he  fpoiled  him,  when  he  himfelf  hare  our  fins  in  his  wa% 
body  on  tbe  tree. — For  this  purpofe  tbe  Son  of  God  was  aw- 
nifcfitd.  This  language,  if  it  mean  any  thing,  certainly  im- 
plies an  exiftcnce,  as  the  Son  of  God^  previous  to  his  mani- 
jSeftation  in  this  charader.     How  could  the  Son  of  God  be 

manifefted,  had  he  not  been  the  Son  of  God  before  this 

* 

manifeflation  ? 

Dr  P.  when  coniidering  a  text  in  which  the  fame  tenn 
is  ufed,  I  Tim.  iii.  1 6.  God  was  maniftft  in  tbe  flefb^  in- 
forms us  that  *'  it  is  literally  true,  that  God  was  manifieft 
''  in  the  fleih  of  Chrifl,"  meaning  that  the  perfeAions  of 
God,  were  "  confpicuous  in  him  *."  But  the  Apofik's 
language  does  not  merely  imply  that  the  perfedions  of  the 
Father  were  manifeft  in  Chrift  -,  but  that  his  own  were  ma- 

nifefted 
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ni&Aed  as  divine.  Whatever  theie  words  figiufj»  God 
wfmmftlkt  was  mami/ejl  iu  the  fitjb^  is  contained  in  the  £oU 
lowingi  Tbt  Som  of  GoJifanftAif  was  ataMffeftgd.  All  die 
difanmcy  is,  that  in  the  latter  phrafe  the  manifcflatiwi  is 
icftrified  to  a  periibn. 

^  It  was  with  the  greateft  propriety,'*  our  author  oIi{erves» 
**  dial  onr  Lord  laid,  John  viiL  19.  Ifje  bad  htaum  mv,  j§ 
^  womU  iave  inowm  mj^  Faiier  aifof  the  wiCloin  and  power 
''of  Godbetogconfpicnoiisinhim  V  But  why  ii;^2bai  and 
fauMTOBlj}  Why  do  iSocinians,  even  on  their  own  pxinci- 
pk%asto  the  manifefiation  of  God,  confine  it  to  theie  two 
pcxfiD&iQOS?  Are  theie  the  only  peifedions  of  the  divine  na* 
tore?  TUs  they  will  not  aflert.  But  it  would  fcem,  they  were 
dieoolyperfedionsmanifeitedinjefus.  if  (b,  God  was  not 
«inifirftfii  in  him.  He  coold  not  iay,  with  any  propriety^ 
If  Ji  had  imawM  mit  y^  Jboaid  have  kmovm  mj  Fatber  alfi. 
For,  even  among  men,  a  perfon  is  not  known  by  one  or 
two  fieatures  in  his  charaften  The  whole  muft  be  viewed. 
Mnch  more  is  this  neceflary  with'  refped  to  God,  the 
knowledge  of  whom  is  infinitely  more  difficult. 

But  the  Dodor  adds ;  *'  They  who  will  have  this  text 
**  to  be  a  proof  of  the  Godhead  of  Chrift,  muil  Ihppole 
**  him  to  be  the  Father^  or  the  firft  Perfon  in  the  Trinity, 
^  and  not  the  Son^  or  the  fecond."  What  a  filly  Ibphiixn ! 
The  text  muft  prove  more  than  is  meant,  that,  if  poflible, 
it  may  prove  nothing.  It  is  evidently  meant  to  declare  a 
fammcfs  of  nature  and  perfeftions.  But  becauie  this  is 
more  than  is  wiihed,  it  muft  prove  a  iSuneneis  of  peribn. 
Had  Dr  P.  attended  to  the  particle  alfo^  which  marks  a 
dilKnftion  of  perions,  he  muft  have  hlulhed  at  bis  own  rear 
fining. 

7*  He  is  a  Son  that  could  be  die  Saviaar  cf  loft  man. 
T&#  Faiiir  faU  iii  Som  to  bi  tbt  Samoar  of  tbi  worA4 
I  John  iv.  Z4.    But  God  claims  the  work  of  ialvation  as 

z  hb 

*  Ibid. 
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Tiis  preroji^ve :  /,  even  L  am  Jehov  au  and  befide  me  there 
is  no  Saviour,  Ifa-  riiii.  ii-  Nav,  he  refers  to  his  work  of 
falvadon  as  the  proof  ot  his  deity  :  There  is  no  God  dfi 
hifidi  me^  a  jufl  God^  and  a  Sceaiour  ;  there  is  none  befidt 
me,  Ifa.  xlv.  21.  ^jou  Jhuk  inow  no  God  but  me^  FOft 
there  is  no  Saviour  hfjide  mr,  Hof.  siii.  4.  It  is  vain  \o 
fay,  that  God  employed  a  man  as  his  inllmxnent  in  the 
work  of  {alvation.  For  while  his  langnage  excludes  the 
idea  of  the  delegation  of  this  work  to  a  crestnre,  we  cer- 
tainly know  that,  whatever  the  work  of  (alvation  was, 
Jefus  was  not  employed  as  an  inftmment.  For  he  iays. 
Mine  ovsn  arm  brought  fahiatiom  unto  me,  I£u  ban.  5.  If 
a  mere  man,  this  language  was  rebellion  againft  God.  He 
had  itill  tanght  his  people  that  it  woold  be  vmsMtimg  them- 
fihes  again/l  him^  if  they  ihouldySrf ,  Mine  own  hand  bath 
faved  mej  Judg.  viL  2.  But  Jefiis  his  own  feif  bare  omrfia^ 
X  Pet.  Li.  24.  By  himfelf  he  purged  emr  JSnsy  Hcb.  L  3. 
And  undoubtedly  this  language  denotes  fupreme  agency  in 
the  new  creation,  as  much  as  that  refpeding  the  old  ;  /  am 
Jehovah. — that  jlretehtth  forth  the  heavens  ALoNE,  and 
fpr,\uieth  abroad  the  earth  BY  MYSELF,  Ifa.  xliv.  24. 

But  the  miirion  of  a  Saviour  is  not  what  John  princi- 
pally urgtis  in  this  paflage.  It  is  the  milTion  of  the  Son  0/ 
God  tor  accomplilhi  jg  the  work  of  falvation.  This  he  de- 
clares to  be  the  great  matter  of  the  conviction  and  tefti- 
mony  of  the  minifters  of  Jefus  :  IVit  have  fcen^  and  do  tcf- 
tif]\  that  the  Father  fent  the  Son,  This  is  clearly  the  fcope. 
V*  r  tie  Apofilc's  immediate  fubjed  is  brotherly  love. 
Tiii-i  he  reronimer.di,  not  principally  from  the  confiden- 
tton  of  Cjfjd  21  via.;;  a  Siviour,  but  trcm  that  of  the  Father 
fending  his  Son  in  thii  character.  Therefore,  he  immedi- 
atfly  adds  a  declaration  of  the  rccefTity  and  blclTedneis  of 
conltilmg  Jclus  as  a  Divine  Perfon  :    IVho/oevtr  Jhall  on- 

2  jej. 
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fefs  that  Jefus  is  tie  Sots  of  God^  God  dweUetb  in  faW,  and 
ieim  GodtVcr.  15. 

8.  He  is  a  Son;  "who  could  be  appoimted^  or  conjiituttd 
heir  rf  att  things^  Heb.  i.  2.  When  this  language  is  ufed, 
our  Lord  is  undoubtedl  j  pointed  out  in  his  mediatorial  cha« 
rafier :-  for  in  this  refpeft  alone  coUld  he  receive  an  ap- 
pointment. But  the  appcnntment  is  fuch,  as  not  merely 
to  imply  real  pofleffion,  but  ib  eztenfive  a  pofleffion  as  is  ' 
totally  incompatihle  with  the  fiate  of  a  creature.  All 
thiisgSy  faith  Chrift,  are  delivered  unto  me  of  my  Feaber^ 
Mat.  xL  37.  All  power  is  given  smto  me  in  heaven  and  its 
earthy  diap.  xxviii.  iS.  He  is  lord^  both  of  the  dead  and 
of  the  livings  Rom.  ziv.  9.  Angcb  and  devils,  faints  and 
finnersy  are  under  Us  dominion.  The  management  of  the 
chnrch  is  wholly  in  his  hand.  All  gifts  and  graces  are  at  ■ 
his  difpofal.  Glory  itfelf  mufl  be  conferred  by  him.  All 
the  kingdoms  of  this  world  are  put  under  his  £eet.  Uni- 
verial  nature  acknowledges  his  fovereignty.  All  judgment, 
whether  in  the  preient  flate  or  at  the  laft  day,  is  committed 
to  him,  John  v.  la.  And  is  a  mere  man,  is  any  creature, 
capable  of  fiich  a  trufl  ? 

**  It  muft  be  fo ;"  replies  the  Socinian,  **  For  the  infpi- 
'*  red  writer  aflnres  us  that  all  this  power  is  delegated 
Let  us  hear  our  author.  **  It  ■  is  plain  from  this  paflage, 
he  fays,  "  that  whatever  Chrift  is,  he  is  by  divine  appoint- 
^  ment ; — whom  he  appointed  heir  of  all  things  *.  But 
Socinians  are  refolved  to  reckon  it  abfurd,  that  a  perfon, 
to  whom  divine  powers  efTentially  belong,  fhould  on  a- 
ny  account  whatfoever  voluntarily  fnbmit  to  an  appoint- 
ment to  difcharge  thefe  in  an  inferior  nature  aiTumed 
by  him  :  while  they  find  no  difficulty  in  conceiving,  that 
one  efTentially  pofTefllng  no  other  powers  than  the  human 
fhould  be  exalted  to  the  full  ezercifc  of  thofe  that  are  di- 
vine. 

«  FamiL  lUuftr.  p.  35. 
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Thej  fcfirfe  to  faefiere  dhit  k,  who  nu  »  Aejkm 
^God,  coold  tair  «  himfi^  the  firm  wf  m 
dK7  fiad  k  perlUU J  caf J  Oi  bcfiere,  huwcic 
mTcrfioB,  dhit  he  vfao  is  riirtifMly  av  #&  ^^i^v  y  mfr^ 
U  maj  take  aa  hiaiifelf  tfac^^rv  ^  GUI 
It  ma  J  be  fiod,  that  ^  great  as  tbe  pewm  are^  wkkk  db 


« in  tfadr  beiag  yJUkd  hy  a  anctc  aaa;  if  Goi,  IB 
**  frtiom  aD  tlniigs  are  pdKblc,  bcphafed  u 
^^tfaeai.''  But  Dodiiog  IS  poffifafe  ta  God,  wUdi  i 
denial  of  his  own  natnre.  Somd  leiion  cm  never  admit 
the  cfcation  of  a  God^  or  the  deiScaiion  of 
the  lift  of  poffibilities.  It  rejeds  the  idea  of 
thetftical.  For  he  who  can  deny  or  dethiooe  himfrtf,  ii 
not  God. 

Bat  in  the  contczt.  the  Apollle  ckarljflicwsy  dmt  the  eC 
fentsal  dignity  of  the  Son  ii  the  primary  fomdation  of  hii 
mediatory  honour  and  trnft,  m  bar  cf  mO  ihu^.  For  he 
imflsediately  dechrcs  his  glory  m  Creator  ;  and  hariag 
fiud,  that  bt  fai  down  on  tbe  rigbt  band  of  tbe  Majefij  M 
bigb^  proceeds  (o  aflign  the  following  reafoo  for  this  pecs- 
Ear  ezalcatioD  :  Being  made  Jo  mmcb  better  tbam  tbe  ea^eis^ 
as  be  batb  hy  inberitamee  obtained  a  more  excellent  name  tbam 
tbey^  ver.  4.  This  is  generally  underftood  as  wholly  refer- 
ring to  \\\t  mediatory  ftatc  of  Jefos ;  and  not  without  ap- 
parent : :  IP  J,  as  there  b  a  repetition  oi*  the  allufion  to  an 
car*^  Iv  ::.h-7innce.  Bat  it  feems  more  natural  to  mider* 
f{>,:  \  '■  '  i:t  reference  as  exprcfCvc  of  the  elTcntial  digni* 
t7  ''f  i.!  .  .  Thus  the  apoftle  declares,  that  Jefus  as  far 
ex. ;  s  i*^  ci'.  even  in  his  mediatory  chara&er,  as  he  does 
ir.  f.  r  ':>:'.  '.vhich  he  eflentialiy  inherits^.  And  what  is 
till-?  ^V•.-  ■:  *  immediately  informed,  that  he  is  called  the 
Son^  and  xhtjirjt -begotten^  ver.  5,  6.  whereas  thcfe  exahed 

creatures 

O  Thii  is  ccrtiiiiix  tke  proper  force  of  vatro  tod  •^m  ia  conaciion. 
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icsdiics  tre,  in  tbdr  hig^ft  charafter,  oolj  mtffmgirt  aad 
Mi^rrr,  ver.  7.    He  is  htgUUm\  but  tbej  are  iMrir.  Al- 
ho^^  there  13  a  repeated  aUnfioo  toan  inheritaneet  yet 
he  bingoage  is  different*    In  the  firft  inftancitj  the  Son  ia 
aid  to  be  mfpwatd  or  amfliiutid  beir :  bat  in  the  iiBcoody 
X  is  fimplj  affirmed  that  he  maoatifa^smah  i^*^  imbtriui  a 
w&rt  exeeOiut  name.    The  infpired  writer  leems  to  exhibit 
the  Son,  firft  as  an  app<nnted,  and  then  as  a  natnnd  heir  ; 
aa  he  means  to  ihew  that  the  latter  is  the  fbondatiaa  of 
the  former.     In  this  view,  his  hmgoage  ezafiljoorre- 
fpoodawith  the  teftimonj  of  the  Baptift,  H9  tbai  eomM 
qfiit  nu  ii  frefamd  before  me^for  be  vioe  before  me^Jckm 

u  15. 

9.  Jefiis  b  fo  the  Son  of  God,  that  he  conld  be  the  Crea- 

tOTm     God  baibfpokem  by  tbe  Som^  wbom  be  appoimied  beir  of 

mU  tbifgif  by  Vfbom  aijo  be  made  ibe  UforUs^  Heb.  i.  x,  2. 

DrP.  dblerves,  that  **  the  dodrine  of  Chrift  having  made  the 

^  world,  is  not  exprefled  bj  any  of  the  apoftles  in  a  man- 

^  ner  lb  definite  and  clear,  or  b  repeatedly,  as  its  magni- 

^  tode  naturally  required.    For  the  pafiages  in  their  wri- 

^  tings  from  which  it  has  been  inferred  that  they  held  .this 

<•  oinnioot  are  very  few  *•"    Will  oor  author  pleafe  to  ia* 

form  ns,  how  many  pallages  would  have  been  neceflary,  as 

a  proper  foondation  for  faith,  on  a  fubjefi  of  this  kind  ? 

He  grants  that  there  are  fbor  which  are  underftood  in  this 

fetdo.    And  thefe,  if  clear,  are  as  good  as  four  hundred. 

Bat  this  is  the  mb.    They  ^  are  by  no  means  clear  and 

**  expreis  to  the  porpofe.      Had  this  dodrine,"  he  fays, 

**  been  troe,  being  of  ta  extraordinary  a  nature^  and  b 

*•  much   unlike  to  any  thing   that  Jews    or  Chrifiians 

**  had  been  tan^t  before,  it  would,  no  doubt,  when  it  was 

**  fiifi  promulgated,  have  been  delivered  with  the  greateft 

^  difUndneis,  ib  as  to  leave  no  uncertainty  with  refpcd  to 

^  it  f."    But  our  author  begs  one  queftion  io  order  to  prove 

another. 
•  Eir.  Op.  Vol.  I.  p.  63.  t  n>«^*  P-  *4. 
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another.  He  takes  it  for  granted,  that  the  Jews  had  no 
idea  that  the  world  was  made  bj  the  perfcmal  Word  of 
God.  That  thb  doArine  was  believed  by  them,  Uas  been 
already  fhewn.  Therefore,  every  argument  that  Jfroved 
the  pre-eziftence  of  Jefus  as  the  perfonal  Logos,  was  t 
proof  of  his  being  the  Creator.  Beiides,  the  whole  doc- 
trine of  the  apoftles,  concerning  the  new  creation,  which 
they  afcribed  to  him,  was  a  more  direft  and  feafonable  3- 
luftration  of  his  deity,  than  any  other  could  have  been. 
For  during  a  long  fuccelfion  of  ages,  the  Jews  had  been 
taught  to  expcd  this  as  a  divine  work ;  and  it  was  emi- 
nently the  work  of  that  age  in  which  the  apoftles  wrote. 
I  may  add,  that  this  work  was  not  fimply  predifted  is 
divine,  but  dill  appealed  to  by  Jehovah,  as  the  great  proof 
of  the  truth  of  that  revelation  which  he  had  given  of  him- 
felf,  and  as  bearing  fuch  charaders  as  would  in&Uibly  de- 
monftrate  the  fupreme  deity  of  the  immediate  agent 

With  refpeft  to  the  language  of  the  epiftle,  our  author 
obferves,  that  **  in  this  paflage  it  is  evident,  that  it  was  doc 
*^  the  objefl  of  the  writer  to  make  an  ezprels  affertioo 
'*  concerning  the  making  of  the  world  by  Chrift,  fo  as  to 
^  exhibit  it  as  an  article  of  any  confequence.  He  was  af- 
*'  ferting  fomething  elfe  :  and  what  he  does  fay  on  the  fob- 
''  jeft  is  only  one  incidental  circumftance,  among  feveral  o- 
**  thers  *."  Our  author  cannot  deny,  however  much  in- 
clined to  it,  that  the  ajfertion  is  exprefu  But  he  makes  a 
ff^eble  attempt  to  get  free  of  it,  by  pretending  that  it  is 
not  exhibited  as  an  article  of  any  confequence.  Why  then 
has  it  a  place  in  the  language  of  infpiratxon  ?  Is  any  thin; 
of  no  confequence,  that  the  Spirit  faith  unto  the  churches f 
He  interprets  the  language,  as  we  (hall  afterwards  fee,  with 
refpe^l  to  the  new  creation.  What  tt^en  is  the  amount  of 
his  objeftiun  ?  That  the  whole  of  C brill's  work,  even  as 
to  falvation,  is  of  no  confequence.      For  furely,  the  feofe 

-*  Ear.  Op.  Vol.  I.  p.  67. 
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in  which  this  ariicb  V9  underftood  cannot  alter  its  impor- 
tMioe.  Thby  it  feems,  muft  be  judged  of  entirely  by  the 
mAnner  of  its  introdtifiion.  And  it  is  introduced  merelj 
Si  an  incidenial  eireumfianee.  If  the  ailertion  be  of  no 
tiOBfequence  with  refpeft  to  the  M^  it  can  be  of  as  littk 
with  refped  to  the  new  creation.  It  is  equally  incidental 
«8  to  either.  Whatever  thefe  v^arUs  be,  nothing  more  ia 
tdA  of  the  maUng  of  them.  What  it  the  plain  meaning 
of  tUs,  but  that  it  is  not  of  any  confequence  to  the  church 
whether  Chrift  made  tbe  worlds  in  any  fenfe  ;  that  is, 
whether  he  was  a  Saviour  or  not  ?  Here,  indeed,  we 
have  a  very  honeft  acknowledgment  of  tho  genuine  fpirit 
of  the  Socinian  dodrine. 

He  adds ;  '*  Befides,  nothing  is  here  iaid,  or  intimated, 
'*  about  Chrift  making  the  material  worlds,  for  it  is  only 
**  laid  that  he  made  the  ages  (aunoi)  and  the  all  things 
**  here  mentioned  evidently  means  all  things  rehting  to  a 
**  particular  objed,  vi%.  the  miffion  of  Chrift,  and  not  all 
*'  the  works  of  nature  *•"  But  it  is  to  beg  the  queftion  a 
fccond  time,  to  {ay  that  by  all  things  we  are  to  underftand 
only  Jome  things.  Although  catnap  were  meant  in  our  au- 
thor's fenfe,  this  term  could  not  limit  the  preceding  decla- 
ration, but  only  denote  a  part  of  the  aU  things  previoufly 
mentioned.  The  Do&or  gives  his  view  of  the  phrafe  more 
clearly  in  another  place.  By  ages  he  underfiands  "  the 
**  pre&nt  difpenfation  of  God's  government  over  mankind, 
**  which  is  eftablifbed  by  the  gofpel,  the  adminiftration  of 
**  which  is  committed  to  the  Son  f  •'' 

But  if  the  ages  mean  a  dijpenfation  only,  and  if  the  all 

things  arc  to  be  reftri£led  by  this  fenfe,  Jefus  is  not  an  heir^ 

but  merely  a  fteward.     So  far  is  he  from  being  heir  of  all 

tbingSf  that  he  is  not  heir  of  any  thing.     Thb  frivolous 

exception  hath  been  removed  an  hundred  times  already. 

It  hath  been  fliewn,  that  the  term  ow?  is  never  ufed  abfo- 

lutelr^ 
♦  lb.  p.  <7.  f  Fam.  Illuftr.  p.  35. 
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lately,  as  denoting  the  gofpel  ftate ;  but  that,  in  tlus  tenSct 
it  it  always  connefied  with  Ibme  other  temiy  as  t/Mm 
chap.  vL  5*  i  and  that  this  difpenfation  is  no  where  iaid  to 
be  Mffir.  The  Icope  of  the  writer  alio  oppolcs  this  teak^ 
For,  having  aflerted  that  the  Son  is  appomted  heir,  he  pio- 
ceeds  to  illaflrate  the  propriety  of  this  difpenfation,  by  de- 
claring his  creatine  power.  He  was  folly  quafified  to  be 
heir  of  all,  who  had  given  being  to  alL  Befides,  he  goa 
on  to  aflert  that  the  Son  mphoUiih  all  ttimgs.  This  deck- 
ration  ezadly  correfponds  with  what  ban  been  abcadj 
mentioned.    He  alone  can  uphold,  who  hath  created. 

It  is  certainly  neceflary  Cor  Dr  P.  to  (hew  how  a  fin^ 
difpenfation  can  be  called  tbe  agtu  If  the  mere  flats  of 
die  chnrch  or  world  were  meant  by  this  term,  it  woald 
nndoabtedly  indnde  the  Jewilh,  as  well  as  the  ChrifliaBi 
difpenfation.  The  fiwoeffion  of  ^gis  to  aune  cannot  help 
our  aothor.  For  the  langoage  refpefis  the  paft,  and  not 
the  fnmre :  H€  made,  I  fliall  only  add,  that  the  lame  word 
occun  in  this  epiftle,  where  there  am  be  no  donbt  that  the 
firft  creation  is  meant :  T[brougb  fcdtb  we  mtderfland  that 
(t8;  eavwi)  tbe  worlds  were  framed  by  tbe  word  of  God, 
chap.  xi.  3* 

The  fame  work  is  afcribed  to  the  Son  in  another  paf- 
(age  ; — fVbo  u  tbe  image  of  the  in^ifgble  God^  tbejirfi-bom 
of  every  creature.  For  by  him  were  all  things  created^  that 
are  in  heaven^  and  that  are  in  earthy  vifible  and  invijlb/t, 
whether  they  be  thrones  or  dominions^  or  principalities,  or 
powers :  all  things  were  created  by  him,  and  for  him  ;  and 
be  is  before  all  tbingSf  and  by  him  all  things  con/!/l ;  and  be 
is  the  bead  of  tbe  body  9  the  churchy  &&  Col.  i.  15.  16.  **  On 
"  this  paiTage,"  according  to  our  author,  *'  it  is  obvious  to 
**  remark,  that  the  things  which  Chrift  is  faid  to  have 
"  made  are  not  the  heavens  or  the  earth,  but  fome  things 
**  that  were  in  the  heavens,  and  in  the  earth  \'*    If  he 
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■lade  an  the  inbabitaiits,  it  is  natnral  to  fuppofe  that  he 
fluide  the  habitations  alio.  Bat  by  aB  things  that  art^  Dr 
P.  onderftands  aaljjgmi  things  that  wgrt,  in  heaven  and 
m  earth.  For  the  mode  of  expreffion  leaves  the  reader 
■aoectain,  whether  he  means  that  they  are  ftill  there,  or 
not.  ^  Thefe/'  he  lays,  **  were  not  natural  objefb,  inch 
^  «8  fiars  or  planets,  trees  or  animals,  (if  r.  bat  the  creation, 
**  or  eftablifliment,  of  fuch  things  as  thnmes  ot  dammims.'^ 
Tliere  ieems  to  be  ftill  an  abfolate  chaos  in  our  author's 
bnun,  with  refpeA  to  this  fubjed.  He  can  find  nothing 
AcAlrate/here.  But  the  dofirine  is  by  no  means  definiti 
amd  eimr.  He  can  fiifely  tell  you  what  thele  things  are 
not ;  bat  thoagh  they  are  ail  tbings  in  heaven  and  in  earthy 
he  cannot  venture  to  finy  what  they  are.  They  are,  indeed, 
^  fiwh  tilings  as  thrones  and  dominions.*'  Bot  he  fo  great* 
Ijr  venerates  fuch  things  as  thele,  that  he  dares  not  at- 
tempt to  delcribe  -them.  Does  he  really  mean,  that  all 
thungSf  whether  in  heaven  or  in  earth,  are  thrones  and  do' 
mismnsf  or  fuch  things  as  thefe  ?  No.  He  only  means  that 
thefe  are  the  only  things  that  are  created^  that  is,  eftabltih« 
ed.  For  this,  he  adds,  may  **  therefore  be  naturally  inter- 
**  preted  as  referring  to  £bme  ezerciie  of  that  power  in 
**  heaven  astd  in  earthy  which  Chrift  lays  was  given  to  him 
**  after  his  refurrefiion."  He  fiippoles  fo  at  leaft,  from  the 
fimilarity  of  found.  For  he  will  not  attempt  to  give  the 
fenlc.  He  is  quite  a  ftranger  to  this  exercife^  though  by 
the  Apoftle  called  a  creation^  and  extended  to  eJl  things. 
The  reader  will  therefore  plealie  to  confider  it  as  oj^ 
wo»/,  that  by  all  things  he  ought  to  under  (land  y&Mf  only  \ 
and  by  the  creation  of  all  things,  the  efiahlijhment  of  fome 
things,  or  at  leaft,  ybn^  exercije  that  may  peradventure  bear 
this  name.  But  he  muft  beware  of  aUdng,  what  this  crea- 
tion or  eftablifliment  is.  For  our  author  can  hardly  ha- 
zard n  conjefhire  as  to  the  things  laid,  or  foppofed,  to  be 
Vot.  I.  G  f  efiabliflied. 


466  Doarime  of  Cbri^s  Sonjbip,         Book  IIL 

eftabliihed.  One  thing,  however,  he  can  venture  to  aiTeit^ 
that  the  makiog  of  a  trt€  is  too  great  a  work  for  Che  Sa« 
"vionr. 

But  his  ideas  on  this  iubjed  do  not  feena  to  have  heen 
fo  darky  when  engaged  in  iUufiratiug  {ome  paflages  of 
licriptiire.  ''  Bj  creation,"  he  fajs,  "  we  are  to  underfUad 
"  the  mew  creiUwHy  or  renov4Uion,  in  which  fenCe  the  £Mie 
"  word  is  ufcd  bj  the  ApoAle,  Eph.  ii.  lo.  fVt  are  ins 
*f  workman/hip^  awiated  in  Cbrtft  Jffus  unto  goad  woris* 
'*  So  great  a  change  is  produced  in  the  wprld,  in  the  tern- 
'*  pers  and  condud  of  men  by  the  gofpel,  that  both  the 
'*  terms  creation  and  rtgeneraUon  an  piade  jofe  of  to  ex* 
«  prefe  it  •." 

We  are  fj^r  from  wifliing  to  deny,  that  the  diange  cfi&- 
ed  bj  the  gofpel  is  called  a  creaiioa.  Bat,  of  all  men.  So- 
cioians  plead  this  gpplicatioo  of  the  term  with  the  wort 
pace.  For  they  aicrlbe  fo  little  agency  to  Jefas »  in  the 
work  of  the  new  creation,  a#  to  bring  difcredit  on  the  Spi- 
rit of  infpiration  for  uiing  fo  emphatic  a  term.  Did  they 
underfland  it  in  its  proper  fenfe,  when  applied  to  the  go- 
fpel J  did  they  really  afcribe  to  the  Son  of  God  that  ex- 
ceedittg  greotncfs  of  power  required  in  the  new  creation  ; 
they  could  not  hefitate  to  acknowledge  hb  fupreme  agency 
in  the  old. 

'  Dr  P.  refers  to  feveral  paflages  of  fcripture,  in  order  to 
prove  that  the  cfFcck  of  the  gofpel  is  called  a  new  creation. 
But  where  this  is  the  cafe,  there  is  undoubted  evidence, 
and  generally  from  the  ufe  of  di(lin£kive  terms,  that  the 
new  is  meant.  This  is  undeniable  as  to  all  the  pafia^'cs 
referred  to.  In  Eph.  ii.  ic.  we  read  of  a  new  man  j  in 
2  Cor.  V.  17.  of  a  new  creature  -,  in  I^i.  be  v.  17.  of  a  sfw 
heaven,  and  a  new  earth.  But  in  the  paflage  immediately 
pnder  coniideratioo,  creation  is  fpoken  of  abfolotely. 
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The  Dodor,  inded,  feems  to  be  confcious  that,  accord- 
ing to  his  fyftem«  the  ufe  of  this  terniy  with  refpeft  to  the 
gbfpd,  may  appear  fometirhat  unnataral.  Therefore^  he 
it  «t  -ptins  to  provide  an  apology  for  the  hunguage  of  the 
Holy  Ghoft.  But  fonve  may  he  apt  to  think  that  the  b«- 
fineb  is  *<  worfe  for  mending."  '*  We  fliall  fee  Ids  &h^ 
^  ikfi^  he  fiiys,  in  this  figare  (for  it  feem),  it  is  hdffh  at 
**  beft)  tifhea  we  confider  that  What  is  called  the  Mofaic 
"  <nafick  Was  probably  iimilar  to  this ;  iince  for  any  thing 
^  ^M  knoW|  it  was  only  the  re-fnaihg  or  re'twifiituting 
^  (rf  the  Wotldy  out  of  a  former  chaos."  Whether  this 
dofirine  affot-ds  iny  inlet  to  Deifm,  or  to  fomething  worfe, 
lekdte  Chliftian  reader  judge.  It  has  hitherto  been  thought 
by  Ihe  vjifcAitr  part  of  mankind,  that  creation,  in  the  drift 
faifii  of  the  weird,  was  the  calling  of  things  that  be  ntt,  as 
though  fhvy  nverti  and  that  God  created  the  heavens^  and 
the  tefcrlh,  in  the  beginning.  On  the  ground  of  our  author's 
fiijppofitiony  it  may  with  equal  propriety  be  denied  that 
tfab  WiMld  had  any  beginning.  For  an  Atheift  might  fay 
to  him ;  **  If  you  grant  that  what  is  called  the  Mfifaic  ere- 
aiiott  was  not  thte  origin  of  all  things,  what  other  will 
yoti  fix  on  ?  Your  pretended  revelation  forfakes  you,  from 
the  moment  that  you  renounce  the  Mofaic  am."  What- 
ever Dr  P.  kndtos  with  refpeft  to  this  creation,  the  church 
of  Chrift  has  ftill  known,  and  underjlood^  through  faith^ 
that  the  worlds  werey&  framed  by  the  word  of  God,  that 
things  %vhith  art  fun  wrre  not  made  of  things  which  do  ap^ 
feat^  Heb.  xi.  3.  and  therefot-c  tiot  of  any  pre-el:iftent 
chuoa.  For  this  could  not  have  been  invifible.  This  fra- 
ming  of  the  worlds  muft  neoelTarily  be  that  defci-ibed  by 
Mofes.  For  it  could  not  otherwife  be  uhderflood  ihromgh 
faith :  becanfe  faith  reaches  no  farther  than  a  divirte  tHii- 
ittony.  But  in  our  enlightened  age,  even  fom^  who  pro- 
ftf$  Chriftianity  reckon  it  far  more  fafe  to  tmft  to  the  pe- 
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Our  andior,  however,  will  find  ic  hard  oa  fiippart  kn^ 
pwrhffii,  as  to  the  meaning  of  the  paffi^e  liefixe  w^cvca 
wxdi  the  aid  of  adiesiiicd  fiippadDao.  For  tiie  comesHB 
of  tbe  Apoffle's  kngoage  ckari j  fiiewi,  dnc  he  hete  Spakk 
e£  die  &A  cxeasxon.  Be  a&ro-dne  God's  dmr  Sm  k  A 
/r/iitgoiUm  of  all  creatimu  Whctfaer  we  view  ihiv  pknfc 
as  fignifjing  due  he  wa  hpytftrii  faefioce  sH  ereacoRSvaad 
thus  as  e»preffive  of  his  ft&nrial  £gpiicj ;  or  as  *  ■  >'"g 
his  mediacorial  andioncj  over  aD,  bj*  an  ^Tlm&m»  xm  die 
right  of  primogenitDre ,  die  inference  is  die  fene.  For  k 
immcdiacely  fiaOows  ;  For  hj  him  vatrt  mU  dmg»  cn^taL 
Is  it  inquired,  whj  the  Son  is  &id  to  be  htgmfca  befese  all 
creatures?  The  reafim  is,  B^emmfit  (on)  fy  UmmSMap 
^ceri  cnatU^  Or,  why  he  is  Lord  of  alL  The  aniwer  is 
the  fime.  He  has  an  onginal  and  eflcndal  n^c  to  Ae 
dignity.  His  right  of  dominioo  is  eridentij  f*i«»fc|>r^  « 
cnfmrnenfurate  with  his  agency  in  creadon  :  and  the  hotr 
»  mentioned  as  the  primary  foundation  of  the  fonscr 
This  manner  of  reafoning  was  per&SIy  familiar  to  God': 
ancient  church  :  ^bt  earth  is  tht  Lcr^Sy  and  tht  JuBaej: 
tbtnnf;  the  v:orid  and  they  that  dtuell  therein.  Foi  he 
bath  founded  it^ — and  ejiuhlljbed  it^  Pfal.  xxiv.  i,  2. 

The  extent  of  the  work  afcribed  to  the  Son,  dearly 
(hews  that  the  firft  creation  is  meant.  By  him^  all  thiagj^ 
yvere  created^  that  are  in  heaven^  and  that  are  in  earthy  mfi- 
hie  or  invijible.  But  Dr  P.  informs  us,  that  *'  when  sU 
"  things  are  faid  to  be  created  by  Chrifi, — nothing  can  be 
'*  meant  but  fuch  things  as  can  properly  come  under  his 
**  government  as  the  MefTiah,  and  be  fubiervient  to  him 
**  in  the  condiiA  of  it,  including  probably  the  viable  powers 
kingdoms  of  this  world,  and  the  invijible  adminifira- 
f  angelb  *.*'    But  this  is  evidendy  putting  darkncis 
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for  light.  For  nothing  can  be  more  pkin,  than  that  the 
ApoAk's  hngoage  refpeds  neither  the  vilible  nor  in- 
vifiUe  admimfiraiion  of  the  powers  mentioned,  but  the 
Tifibk  and  invifible  mimjlers  themfelves ;  not  their  fiibier- 
Tieacj  to  the  kingdom  of  the  Mefliahy  but  their  very  ezi- 
flenoe.  The  Do6tor  wiihes  it  to  ^pear,  thatthe  kngnage  of 
this  phoe  does  not  relpeft  perjhns^  but  onlj  the  fiations  oc- 
cupied hj  them.  But  the  iame  tennsy  in  other  paflages, 
undoubtedly  denote  perfoDSy  and  can  bear  no  other  meaning. 
la  it  the  angelic  model  of  government  in  the  abflrad  diat 
die  &iDe  Apoftk  intends,  when  he  dedares  that  the  mmtU 
foU  Wifdom  of  God  is  modi  imown  io  tb§  frincipaliiies  and 
fowen  m  ietivimfy  flaas  f  Epb.  iii.  10.  When  he  fays,  !¥• 
mMTifib  i^mMfi  frimcifaliiiii  and  fvwn-s^  does  he  not  mean 
die  rmhri  diem&lTes,  tht  rmlers  <^  tie  dathuji  rf  this 
vmrldf  vi.  12.  Or  can  his  language  bear  any  odier  lienle, 
when  he  telb  us,  in  diat  very  epiftle  in  which  he  afcribes 
the  creation  of  thele  to  Chrift,  that  he  Jailed  primeipatitiss 
mmd  powers^  and  madt  ajbfw  of  tbem  opemij  f  chap.  ii.  15. 
It  was  common  with  the  andent  Jewifh  writen  to  call  the 
angels,  or  at  leaft  one  order  of  them,  tbrones^.  Grill's 
view  of  the  palTage  leems  very  naturaL  **  The  Apoftle's 
**  ienfe  is,  that  die  angds^  the  invifible  inhabitants  of  the  up- 
^  per  world,  are  all  created  by  Chrift,  let  them  be  called  by 
**  what  name  diey  will,  that  the  Jews,  or  the  fidfe  teachers, 
**  or  any  Ibrt  of  heretics  of  thofe  times  thought  fit  to  give 
**  diem,  whether  they  called  diem  tbromes^  or  dominions^ 
"  &c  +.•' 

it  leems  to  have  been  cuftomary  with  the  Jews,  at  the 
time  duit  the  Apofik  wrote,  to  diftinguiih  all  created  things 
in  the  way  he  does  in  diis  paflage.  Wbat  he  albribes  to 
Chrift  with  refpeft  to  creation,  Fhilo  afcribes  to  the  Lord  the 
Ardamgil  widi  refped  to  government.  **  For  it  muft  be 
**  undeiftood,"  he  fays,  *'  that  as  a  charioteer,  or  as  a  pilot, 
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*'  he  who  is  prefides  over  bodies  and  (kmls^  aad  evciy  E- 
''  ving  thing,  over  minds  and  ai^iels,  over  euth«  air  aad 
*'  heaven,  over  feniible  powers,  over  invifiUe  naoncst  ore: 
''  all  things  unfcen.and  iicea  *." 

But  althcxigh  the  term  alt  were  Umitfid  to  **  fiick  tluDfi 
"  as  can  properly  come  under  Chrift's  govcnmcnt  as  die 
'*  Mefligh ',"  if  tlie  language  of  this  p^flage  denoce  the  wn» 
creaiioMf  or  renomaiiQm^  our  antliar's  view  is  clogged  widi 
abfurditj.  For  it  muft  follow  that  all  fueb  iti^  wm 
created  anew.  Therefore,  as  devils .  rhemfdvca  ait  iib- 
jefied  to  this  govemmcfit,  thej  moft  be  opofidcred.  as  nr 
moiie^  that  is,  rtmtwed  bj  Chiift- Jefiu. 

**  And  therefore,"  ouc  autbpr  adds»  "  the  Apoftle,  wjih 
'*  great  propriety  concludes  and  films  up  the  vi^ole  oC 
**  Chrifi'a  authority,  by  faying  that  it  i$  ibe  hmd^ ibt 
'*  body  the  churcbr  Why  *^  with  great  propriety  ?**  Be- 
caulb,  fbrfootb,  **  nothing  can  be  meant,"  but  what  o|ir  mo-> 
dem  divine  thinks  proper^  According  to  his  plan  of  i^* 
terpretation,  **  Chrifi's  authority  would,  indeed,  be  eafily 
*^  fuinmcd  up  \*  and  tliere  could  be  no  fecurity  that  it 
would  not  foon  come  to  a  conclufion.  But  before  our  au- 
thor can  (hew  that,  in  his  fenfe,  "  the  Apoftle  fums  up 
"  the  whole  of  Chrift's  authority,"  he  muft  prove  thai 
tbron<s  and  dominions^  principalities  and  powers^  are  a  pan 
<;f  Chrift's  body  the  cLurcb,  However,  inftead  of  fmmmimg 
up,  die  Apoftle  evidently  proceeds  to  another  fubjeCl. 

In  the  three  preceding  verfes,  he  has  declared  the  eflea- 

tlal  glory  of  the  Saviour  :  For  it  feems  moft  natural  to  im- 

ilcrlland  tliat  exprelFion,  tbe  Jirjl  born  of  every  creaiure^  of 
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kif  pre-eziflence.  Now,  he  ilhiftratcs  tbe  glory  of  Chrift  as 
Medbtor.  He  firft  declares  his  oachority  in  general,  as 
rcacfaing  to  every  creature  ;  then  more  particnlariy,  as  re- 
fpeAing  the  fubjeds  of  the  new  creation: 

That  the  ApoAle  makes  a  tranfition  from  die  divine  tor 
the  mediatoiy  charafter  of  Jefos,  is  evident  from  vaiious 
conficUititions.  In  the  preceding  verfe,  he  had  afieited  the 
prioiitj  of  Chrift  to  all  creatures :  jlnd  he  is  before  all 
Aimgi'*.  Di'  K  however,  denies  that  this  is  the  ienfe. 
'^  Befirtf'  he  faySy  ^  often  figaifies  before  in  point  tS  rank^ 
^  and/r#^«mwisrry  and  not  in  point  of  iime\  (o  that  when 
^  QmSL  is  iaid  to  be  before  ailtbimgs^  the  meaning  is,  that 
M  he  is  the  chirf^  or  mojt  excellent  of  all."  For  tfab  we  have 
odlj^onr  aothor's  bare  ailertion.  He  does  not  produce  a 
fiogle  paffage  in  proof  of  it ;  and,  as  woold  feeihy  for  a 
very  good  realbn :  for  we  do  not  know  of'  one  that  could 
be  tortered  into  this  &rm.  Obierve,  how  well  his  view 
agrees  with  the  tenor  of  the  paflage.  For,  according  to  it, 
tbereisthe  cloficft  connexion  between  the  feventeenth  and 
eighteenth  verfes ;  as  both  refpedting  the  iame  fubjeA.  He 
i$  be/ore  all  things  in  point  of  pre'eminence^^^tbat  in  all 
tUnge  he  might  have  the  pre-eminence. 

The'  aicription  of  providence  to  the  Son,  in  the  preced>= 
i&g  vedie,  is  another  proof  that  the  Apoftle  changes  his 
fnbjeft.  B^  him^  he  fays,  all  things  conjift^  ver.  17.  The 
Dodor  remarks  on  this  claufe ;  "  When  it  is  faid  that  in 
^  him  all  things  conjijl^  we  are  to  underftand  that  in  him 
«  all  things  are  completed^  and  compufled  \  fince  the  Chrt> 
**  ftian  difpenfktion  is  the  laft,  completing  one  gieat  and  re* 
^  gnlar  fcheme  of  revelation,  ccmtinually  advancing  from 
"  the  mcMre  imperfed  to  the  more  perfeA  f ."  But  the  aU^ 
things  here  mentioned,  muft  be  the  fame  as  in  ver.  i6i 
Thefe  OBT  author  has  underfiood  to  be  '^  die  powers  and 
*'  kingdoms  of  dds  world,  and  the  adminiftration  of  nngrh." 

Gg4  I 

•  Vrr.  17.  f  Ibid. 


472  DoOrme  of  Cbrifi's  SomJUf.  BookUL 

kingdonisof 


are  ^  completed  and  oompaAed' 
has  been  (ben  that  devils  are  among  die  Mags  inifibkm 
may,  therefore,  be  aUb  neceflarj  to  infionn  ns,  hom  t 
receive  their  eompleiiam  in  btm* 

The  change  of  ibbjeft  b  fordier  evident  finoai  Ae 
^^harpftr**  introdooed  by  the  Apoftle,  vcr.  18.  Tik  Jbjt 
higottem  from  tie  dead.  He  cantrafls  this  Uuuaflcr  e( 
Jefiis  as  Mediator  with  what  he  had  afaibed  to  him  as 
the  Son, — ibi  firfi  hgoiim  of  all  armtkm^  ver.  15.  If 
the  fubjeft  be  the  iiune,  the  ApoAle  is  chargeable  with  a 
vain  repetition,  when  he  fpeaks  of  Chiift*s  reemeilimg  at 
tbingM  to  bimfelfj  wheiber  they  be  tUugs  m  emrtb,  or  thiap 
in  beaveOf  v^*  19-  F<v  the  term  reeomdSag  jmpcdj  da- 
notes  the  work  of  the  new  creatum ;  and  ancorfiog  to  Dr 
P/s  view,  muft  convey  the  fame  idea  as  that  in  vcr.  16. 
Bf  bim  were  all  tbings  created^  tbat  are  imbeavemf  ami  tbat 
are  in  eartb. 

If  this  paflage  does  not  refpefi  creation  in  a  literd  faife, 
it  will  fcarcely  be  poflible  to  fix  on  any  other,  re£erring  to 
this  work,  which  may  not,  by  the  lame  lawleis  ingenuity, 
be  wreiled  from  its  natural  meaninj^.  The  Dodor  has 
materially  acknowledged  this,  and  given  us  a  cue.  When  it 
is  (aid.  In  the  beginning  God  created  the  beavens  and  the 
eartbf  he  who  pleafes  may  underftand  this  language  as 
meaning  nothing  more  than  that  they  were  re-made^  re- 
con^itutedt  or  new -modelled.  By  the  way,  I  ihould  Viue  to 
know,  if  all  the  bo/l  of  tbem  (Gen.  ii.  i.)  are  to  be  coofi- 
dered  as  the  fubjefts  of  a  fimilar  renovation. 

But  Dr  P.,  even  according  to  his  ftrange  interpretatioo, 

ftill  grants  too  much  to  the  Son  of  God.     He  is  under  a 

neceiBty  of  acknowledging  that  all  things  were  made  for 

him  as  Mei&ah  *.     But  that  of  being  the  final  canfe  of  any  of 

the  works  of  God,  is  too  great  an  honour  for  any  creatve. 

This 
^  Vcr.  u. 
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This  beloop  to  God  onlj.    For  he  haJii  madaUl  tbiugs 
/tut  bimftlf.    For  bis  pUafitre  tbey  artj  and  wirt^  cnated. 
Therdbce,  be»  who  is  the  Mefliah,  muft  be  a  divine  Per- 
fon:  cAcrmitj  GoiL  gnes  bis  glory  to  anoiber. 

TO.  Jefiis  18  declared  to  be  a  Son  who  is  ibe  brigbtnefs  of 
gtory^  mul  tbe  txpnfs  imagt  of  bis  Father's  ferJotSt  Heb. 
L  3«  It  being  the  great  defign  of  the  infpired  writer  to 
the  Hebrews,  to  turn  the  attention  of  that  peopk  from  the 
type  to  the  antitype ;  in  the  firft  expreffion,  he  fieems  to 
aUnde  to  the  clood  of  glory  which  covered  the  mercy- 
tcau  This  was  the  principal  fymbol  of  the  preience  of 
God  in  his  church,  the  vifible  manifeftation  of  his  glory. 
XbereCore  the  Godman  is,  with  peculiar  propriety,  called 
tbe  brigbhufs  of  gbry.  Thus,  the  Jews  are  taught  that  he 
is  the  true  Shechinah,  who  had  formerly  dwelt,  in  a  tjrpical 
manner,  among  his  people,  manifefting  to  them  the  glory 
of  the  divine  nature,  in  its  relation  to  a  work  of  grace. 

He  is  alfo  defigned  tb$  exprefs  imagf  of  bisy  that  is,  the 
Father's  perfom.  Whatever  be  the  pardcdar  allofion  here, 
the  language  denotes  that  Jefiis  efientially  pofiefles  all  di- 
vine perfeftions ;  and  that  he  maniiefb  all  thefe  to  men. 
He  is  fo  #&  imagt  of  tbe  imnjibk  God^  CoL  i.  15.  that  tbe 
^gbt  of  tbe  imowleiijge  of  tbe  ghry  of  God  is  in  \i&face  or 
perfoo,  a  Cor.  iv.  6.  Dr  P.  aflTerts  that  all  thefe  ezpief- 
fioos  ^  alhide  to  the  divine  power  Ismd  wifdom  which  were 
^  difplayed  in"  Chriil,  ^  when  he  was  on  earth,  but  more 
*■  efpecially  now  that  he  is  aicended  into  heaven.  At  the 
^  fiune  time,"  he  &ys,  **  Chrift  being  called  only  the  image 
^  of  God,  is  a  fuffident  intimation  that  he  is  not  God  him- 
^  Self*.'*  The  laft  affertion  is  true  in  the  icriptural  fenfe. 
The  Son  is  not  the  Father.  But  it  has  formerly  been 
feen,  that  the  term  God  b  often  uled  diftindively,  to  denote 
the  fixft  Pcrlbn  \  as  the  term  Lord^  to  denote  the  fecond. 
Tbefefine,  it  may  be  fidd  with  etjual  propriety,  that  Gad  b 

90t  the  Lord^  becaufe  Chrift  b  fo.  But: 

•  Famil.  Iltuftr  p   23. 
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**  to  be  ailoved  to  beaoy  praof  cf  c!ae  Ar kity  eg  Gci^ 
**  it  wonid  follow  tfac  Adaoi  wu  Go^*  Ths  b  aM« 
thefe  hard  ffeuba  wkadi  liae  Land  vaB  jadpe.  ItiiHl 
oolj  bDpms^  b«  tttik.  Oar  aidnr  jgacaiAi  id 
dib  oMtvTfltioa  on  thefe  wwdi^  Gca.  L  369  27.  Gs*i 
mam,  »  i&£f  ctm  MK^pCt  ab^  ^^far  inr  hkoKjIj,     am  ihii 


with  refpea  co  our  Lord.    Adaai  was  farnird  li^dir 
cc  God.    Chrift  is  cbe  imwe  of  God.    Adiai  wm 
Chrift  IngUitm*    Adam  is  ^lokai  of  as  ihe  imtge  of 
mage ;  Lnno,  as  die  nuge  ot  a  rcnoB. 

Socimaos  tbemlidTes  Tirtual] j  grant  dbe  vanitj  of 
is  alleged  bj  the  Doctor.  For  while  cbej  coniae  tke  A* 
vine  imaae.  ia  which  man  was  creaOedy  to 
the  creatures,  thej  find  it  nece£u7  to  enlarge 
with  refpe^  to  Chrift.  Thej  acknowledge  that  **  fii 
"  power  and  wifdom  were  difplajed  in  him/*  The  saage 
of  God,  as  communicated  to  Adam,  efpeciallj  uaifiltol  ia 
knowitdpe,  ri;»httoulne(s  and  holir.co.  Col.  iii.  ic.  Eph.  xt. 
2.:.  Bui  jftiu"*  ii  //v  exprtfi  image  c/'ihc  Fftther's  trrfiin^  ss 
p'.fTffiin;^  all  perfect  ion.  For  it  JelV-s  hath  not  all  diriae 
perfection,  h^  is  falftly  cilied  the  cbjraSer  of  a  divine 
|;r:rron.  If  he  hath,  he  is  liimfelf  God  ;  or  that  quetlion 
can  fiQ  Icnur  be  pionofcd,  To  -jl^ctk  ZL-il/ye  ii^tn  fr.e^  and 
Vifike  mc  equals  and  cr,if:parc  m^y  that  'jct  nay  he  tiitf  Ifa. 
xlvi.  5.  For  in  ihLi  c^fe,  a  creature  might  be  God's  equal, 
to  v/hom  he  mi^^ht  he  firidly  hkened. 

liut  the  Un'tfU'.ipe  ufcd  in  the  palLige  before  us  cannot 
upp]j  to  any  creature,  however  exalted.  For,  in  the  firft 
place,  the  ^lory  here  meant  is  undoubtedly  that  of  God. 
Now,  he,  who  is  tie  bright rteji  of  ghry^  rouft  polTefi  all 
th:it  glory  which  is  clTentiul  to  him  whom  he  rtprefents. 
'J'!:ii  ex  predion  docs  no:  iignify  a  refledion,   or  fecondary 

manifeflatioff 
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maaifeftadon  of  a  borrowed  fplendor,  but  that  verj 
fplcador  which  belongs  to  the  glorious  objcfi;  as  that 
of  the  fuo,  who  is  Ceep  bj  his  own  light.  Secoadly« 
WhofocvcJi  vk.tbe  exprffiimagt  of  a  perfou,  mud  repreCent 
the  nature  and  all  the  pcrfefiions  of  that  per£dn.  We 
hare  no  right,  to  confine  the  language  to  *^  power  and 
*'  wildon^"  or  any  particnlar  attribute.  For.  it  has  no  11- 
SDitadon*  It  is  generally  thought  that  the  term  xP^^aten^ 
refers  to  the  impref&on  made  by  a  (eal  on  wax*.  When 
the  imprefljon  is  fair,  every  Une  is  chardReri%eJL  Thus, 
he  who  is  the  exprefi  image  of  a.  divine  perfbn,  muft  have 
cYctj  eflipntial  perfcdion  of  God  \  eternity,  immenfity,  im^ 
mutahility«  omuifcieoccy  ^f.  aa  well  as  witdom  and  power* 
Unlets  this  be  the  cafe,  we  cannot  conceive  that  Jefus  conld 
fay,  without  the  moft  unparalleled  prclumption  and  bkf- 
phemy ;  He  that  bmb  feen  me^  baib  feen4L€  Futher^  John 
xiv.  9.  Thirdly.  Tbia.  image  nmft  pnfokaily  reprefent 
him  whole  image  he  is.  We  cannot  form  the  idea  of  one 
pcrfon  being  the  exprefs  image  ofanotber^  where  the  image 
i:i  of  a  different  fpecies  from  the  perfion  who  is  reprcfented. 
It  would  be  abfurd  to  iay,  that  a  man  is  the  exprefi  image 
of  the  peifoo  of  an  angel;  becaufe  they  are  not  perfons  of 
the  lame  order.  Much  .more  abfurd  mud  it  be  to  fay,  that 
a  man  is  the  exprefi  image  of  the  Perfon  of  God ;  becaufe 
the  one  is  infinitely  removed  from  the  other. 

11  Jefus  receives  this  defignatton,  as  implying  his  eflen- 
tial.  and  univer£il  dominion  in  the  kingdom  of  prowdence. 
Goi-'^hatb  fpoken  by  tbe  Son- — who  upboldetb  all  tbings  by 
the  "ivord  of  bis  power ^  Heb.  i.  i. — j.  Dr  P.  informs  us, 
that  this  is  **  God's  power  f-"  It  is  fo  indeed ;  but  not  in 
his  fenfe,  as  exdudilig  the  Son*  Here  our  author  leems  to 
follow  Grotius.  But  the  conflxufidon  csdudbs  this  view ; 
the  relative  bis  naturally  referrin<i  to  the  perfon  upboidiag. 
But  let  us  fuppofe,  for  a  momenL,  that  die  Doflor's  mter- 

pretation 

•  Vii.  Glaflli  Rhetor.  S»c.  p.  175.         f  FiirJJ,  nitrfrr.  n.  ->'. 
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pretadon  is  joft.  What  would  foUow?  That  Jefiis  b  a 
creature  ?  By  no  means.  For  it  is  admitted  that  he  if  die 
immediate  agent  in  pnnridenoe.  Can  a  creature  have  cot* 
nipocence  in  traft?  Can  he  eren  otter  die  warddi  d- 
mighty  ^otocr/  Can  he  lb  eammamdf  diat  all  things  flid 
JUmdfafi  /  It  is  fiilly  as  ridicnloos  to  fnppofe  that  »  acs- 
tnre  can  ufhM  hy  the  word  of  God*s  power,  as  that  he  ca 
create  by  the  lame  means.  For  the  language  here  vbA 
cTidently  refers  to  the  divine  power  exerted  in  creadon; 
and  denotes  diat  the  work  of  providence  is  merely  a  ooa- 
tinned  exertion  of  this  power*  in  the  fame  manner,  PiaL 
xzziii.  9*  cxiviii.  5.  But  according  to  the  iiippofidoo,  s 
creature  mnft  not  only  be  entmfted  with  onmipotenoe,  bat 
pofleflfed  of  omniprelenoe.  For  this  mpbtdding  extends  ta 
aO  things.  However,  it  has  been  already  proved  that  tU 
worlds,  {aid  to  be  made  by  him,  are  the  material  worlds. 
Therefore,  the  all  things  here  mentioned  muft  be  nndtr- 
ftood  widi  the  bmt  ladtnde. 

The  language  of  diis  place  is  of  the  (ame  import  with 
that  in  Col.  i.  ^S-  By  him  all  things  confijl^  This  has  been 
formerly  vindicated  from  our  author's  glois.  Nothing 
more  is  here  afcribed  to  Jefus,  than  what  he  claims  as  his 
prerogative,  when  he  fays;  My  Father  worietb  hitherto^ 
and  I  workf  John  v.  17.  Thb  we  have  alfo  feen,  can  fig- 
nify  nothing  but  a  continued  famenefs  of  operation. 

12.  He  is  exhibited  as  the  Sou  of  God  in  fo  peculiar  a 
fenfe»  as  to  be  entitled  to  the  wor/bip  of  the  mod  exalted 
creatures :  When  he  bringeth  in  the  Jirjl  begotten  into  the 
worid^  hefaith^  And  let  all  the  angels  of  God  vjorjhip  bim^ 
Heb.  i.  6.  Dr  P.,  without  a  fingle  refle&iou  on  this  text, 
endeavours,  in  a  circuitous  manner,  to  invalidate  the  arga* 
ment  drawn  from  it,  in  proof  of  the  deity  of  the  Soo. 
After  quoting  it,  he  adds  a  number  of  paflages  from  the 
gofpel-hiftory,  which  refer  to  the  worihip  of  Chrid,  fubjoin« 
X  iog 
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ing  this  remark ;  *'  Bot  the  very  drcmnllanees  in  which 
••  this  worlhip  was  paid  to  Chrifty  fnfficiently  prove  that 
•<  divine  worfliip  was  not  intended  *•" 

The  firft  circnmftance  mentioned  is,  that  ^  it  is  well 
**  known  diat  the  Jews  had  no  ezpeAation  of  any  other 
^  peribn  than  a  man  for  their  Mefliah."  This  is  a  very 
nfefhl  circnmflance  to  onr  learned  author.  It  is  ready  on 
all  occafions.  Does  he  combat  an  argument  from  ecde- 
fiafiical  hiftory,  ti^pport  of  oar  Saviour's  divinity  ?  Is  it 
proved  that  the  fiift  believers  adored  the  Son  ?  He  tcUs 
yoa  that  Ais  is  impoffiUe  ;  becanfe  the  Jews  believed  that 
the  Meffiah  would  be  a  mere  man.  Is  it  an  argument 
from  fieripture  ?  It  receives  the  frme  anfwer.  Here  he  op- 
poles  it  to  the  teftimony  of  the  Holy  Spirit  refpeding  an 
exprels  precept.  This  b  its  force :  ^  God  commanded  hb 
^  very  angels  to  worfliip  the  Son.  But  he  undoubtedly 
*'  meant  that  they  fliould  regulate  their  homage,  according 
'*  to  the  ideas  of  that  people  who  nationally  rejefied  and 
^  crucified  him  as  a  blafphemer."  Though  the  Dodor's 
aflertion  were  true,  it  might  with  equal  propriety  be  urged, 
that  we  are  not  to  believe  in  Jefus  as  a  fpiritual  Meffiah, 
becaufe  the  generality  of  the  Jews  did  not  exped  one  in 
thb  chara^r.  But  it  has  been  proved  that  thofe  who 
VMtidfor  tbt  cfmfolation  of  Ifrael^  expeded  a  divine  Sa- 
viour. It  has  been  often  faid,  that  we  cannot  form  a  juft 
idea  of  a  man's  charader,  without'  hearing  what  his  enemies 
&y  of  him.  And  it  muft  be  (acknowledged  that  Dr  P. 
feems  difpofed  rigidly  to  ob&rve  this  rule,  in  judging  of 
him  whom  he  call*  Mafter. 

But  let  us  attend  to  another  circnmftance :  **  When  Ni- 
^  codemus  was  convinced  of  the  miraculous  power  of  Jefus|, 
**  he  concluded,  not  that  he  was  God^  but  that  he  muft 
^  have  been  imfcfwtred  fy  God ;  for  be  iays,  John  vL  a^— - 

a  Ibid.  p.  V}. 
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^  No  mam  can  do  fbep  miraeUs^—4X€^  Gad  irmiA  hmJ" 
The  DoAdt  has  akvad j  czammed  Cfarift^  coeaHB  «a  dte 
point.  The  Cecond  witneb  he  fain  mom,  m  ooe  vbos  Jcfia 
Umfelf  hath  dcchoed  iocoiDpecaity  as  hriag  ignocaat*  and 
yet  in  mibdicf^  Ter.  i»— 12.  Bar,  perhapa,  ocr  aadm 
hai  a  partialit J  for  cUs  aia^«r  ^  IfrmL,  as  he  ilifiaMiiiT 
fach  philosophical  annpathj  to  the  doAriae  of  legeueii- 
tson. 

It  is  mentioned  as  aiDotber  ^  irdl-k«own" 
*<  that  the  Greek  word,  which,  fft4ke  above 
^  panares,  is  rendci^ctf  lootyb^i^  w  iicuikiicIt  ubd  to  ex- 
'*  preis  a  very  high  degree  of  tclped,  hot  fmdk  as  ttaj  be 
**  lawfullf  paid  to  men  of  a  proper  charaAer  and  rank; 
'*  and  indeed,''  it  is  faid,  ^  oar  word  weryB^  though  aoir 
'*  appropriated  to  that  worfliip  whidi  is  doe  to  God  onlj, 
**  was  formerlj  nied  with  greater  latitBde,  and  even  in  our 
**  tranflation  of  the  Bible ;  as  when  a  frrvant,  in  one  of  oor 
'*  Saviour's  parables,  is  faid  to  have  fallen  down  aad  war- 
''  J^^PP^^  ^^^  mafter,  faying,  Htnt  patience  wiiJb  me^  and  I 
"  %ctll  pay  thee  all ;  where  certainlj  divine  worihip  could 
'<  not  be  meant."  The  Dodlor  artfully  blends  the  fignifi- 
cation  of  the  Greek  word  with  the  ancient  ufe  of  the  £ng- 
liih.  This  he  feems  to  do,  bccaufe  of  his  fcarcitj  of  evi- 
dence from  the  original.  But  what  has  the  meaning  of  an 
Knglifh  word  to  do  with  that  of  a  Greek  one  ?  Can  the 
life  of  a  word  in  one  language  prove  its  determinate  fenfe 
in  another  ?  The  only  inflance  from  the  New  1  tflanient, 
which  fecms  to  have  occurred  as  a  proof  that  ic^vmntm  frt- 
qumtly  (ignifics  civil  homage,  is  that  in  Mat.  zviii.  26. 
Our  tranflators  certainly  did  right  in  rendering  it  ^corfljip- 
ped.  Though  this  were  a  true  hiflory,  it  would  not  prove 
what  Dr  P.  wifhes.  For  njany  a  one,  from  fear,  from 
fafhion,  or  from  intereil,  has  given  religious  woHhip  to  a 
mere  man.  But  it  muft  be  remembered,  that  this  is  a  pa- 
rable: 
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rable :  and  it  is  a  wdlJtnowH  rule^  that  parables  and  alle- 
gories are  not  to  be  interpreted  as  if*  in  ever  j  circumftanoe, 
they  correi4Moded  ito  fadb.  JBiit»  indeed,  it  feems  moft 
natural  to  tbink  that,  in  this  parable,  our  Lord  reprelents 
Jthe  worfliip  given  to  bun  who  can  forgive  fin. 

Dr  P.  is  £b  much  at  a  lob  for  proofs  on  this  fiibjed,  tliat 
he  borrows  one  bom  the  bo<^  of  Comason  Prajer.  *'  It 
**  is  aHb  an  evidence,"  he  fays,  '*  of  this  ufe  of  the  wordt 
"  that  in  onr  marriage  icrvicr,  the  man  is  directed  to  fay 
**  to  the  woman.  With  my  body  I  tbu  w%rjbip  \  and  the 
**  terms  worflnp^  and  vnnjbifful^  are  ftiil  applied  to  fevaral 
<*  of  onr  magifirates,  and  bodies  of'  men."  But  I  canno^ 
perceive  the  meaning  of  all  this;  nnlefs  our  author  means 
to  do  feriooflyy  what  a  facetious  divine  did  in  jeft^  when  he 
attempted  to .  prove  that  all  languages  were  derived  from 
the  Engliih.  It  would  be  neceflary  for  the  DoAor,  indeed, 
to  carry  the  matter  a  ftep  futher,  by  fliewbg,  that  the 
fenfe  of  words  in  other  languages  is  to  be  ftrifily  regulated 
by  that  of  tbofe  which  moft  nearly  correfpond  to  them  in 
ours.  As  he  has  referred  his  reader  to  the  Marriage  Ser* 
vice,  he  ought  to  have  explained  the  paflage,  that  it 
might  be  known  what  kind  or  degree  of  worjbip  he  means* 
He  ihould  alfo  have  told  us,  if  w^Mymt  is  generally  to  be 
underftood  as  merely  fignifying  fuch  a  degree  of  rcfpeA  as 
is  due  to  a  Juftice  of  Peace,  or  to  a  Commun  Council ;  and 
if  he  thinks  that  nothing  more  is  intended  in  the  command 
addreffed  to  angels.  It  may,  indeed,  be  fnppo&d  by  fome, 
that  fuch  creatures  as  thofe  referred  to,  meet  with  more 
worfliip  from  their  dependents,  than  Socinians  allow  to 
their  Lord  and  Saviour.  For  they  are  o&en  the  obje&s  of 
praytr. 

The  argument  derived  from  the  occafional  ufe  of  this 
word  in  the  Septuagint,  is  of  no  weight,  when  oppofed  to 
positive  evidence  from  the  language  of  infpiratlon. 

There 
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There  are  fereral  cifcumfiances  worthy  of  attendoo  oo 
the  other  fide.  It  has  been  formerlj  proved  that  the  paf- 
{ages  referred  to  by  the  Dofior,  in  which  Chrift  b  laid  to 
be  worfliipped,  are  all  to  be  underftood  of  religioos  adon- 
tioo  *•  As  fiur  as  I  can  obferve,  there  is  not  one  place  ia 
the  New  Teftament,  which  can  be  underftood  otherwife. 
If  religioos  worflup  be  not  meant  in  this  paflage,  the  end 
by  no  means  correfponds  to  die  (blemnity  of  the  afiioB. 
For  thofe  who  were  appointed  to  be  nmn/hi^gJpirUs  to  aD 
tte  heirs^  could  not  be  fuppofed  to  be  deficient  in  reJ^eH  ta 
tbt  atahor  ofjahaium.  But  when  we  nnderfland  die  term 
of  religious  homage,  we  perceive  great  propriety  in  the 
folemn  injnnAion*  Thus  it  appears,  that  die  iricamatioB 
of  the  Son,  by  which  he  was  nudt  a  Buh  hwar  tbam  tbt 
oMgels^  was  to  be  no  obftade  to  the  contimianoe  of  their 
adoradon. 

This  pafiage  is  generally  fuppofed  to  refer  to  P&I.  xcvii. 
7.  Worflnp  bim^  all jt gods :  efpecially  as  this  name  feemk 
to  be  fomedmes  given  to  angek.  There  can  be  no  doobt 
tHat  the  command  there  refpeds  religious  woHhip.  For 
the  perfon  meant,  who  is  undoubtedly  the  Mefliah,  is  di- 
redly  oppofed,  as  the  proper  objed  of  worOiip,  to  thofc 
falfe  deities  mentioned  immediately  before ;  Confoundtd  he 
all  they  thai  ferve  graven  images^  that  hoajl  them/elves  of 
idols.  If  we  attend  to  the  connexion  in  which  the  com- 
v^md  is  introduced  by  the  infpired  writer,  there  can  be  no 
7  '.  m  to  doubt  that  it  refpefls  religious  worlhip.  For,  as 
\  .  .  ^ecn  proved,  he  has  previoufly  declared  that  the  Son 
ij  liie  God  of  nature,  and  of  providence.  We  have  for- 
merly feen  in  what  fenfe  angels  themfelves  underftood  the 
worfhip  expreiTed  by  this  term,  and  of  courfe,  the  fenfe  m 
which  they  muft  have  underftood  the  command.  ^Hien 
the  Divine  fell  down  at  the  feet  of  one  of  thefe  pure  fpi- 

rits, 
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rits,  v^WKKwrm  aunviy  to  give  him  the  ''  very  high  degree  of 
*'  refpeft,"  which  thU  word  denotes,  he  inftant I7  replied ; 
Ste^  tbou  do  it  aoif  tai  Bto  vfooxwn jw,  war/hip  God^  Rev. 
six.  10. 

V/e  are  certain  that  angels  obey  this  comoiand  in  the 
fulleft  feofe  of  the  word.  For  the  fame  infpired  writer 
teftifieSi  that  he  heard  every  creature  in  heaven^  f^i^gy 
Bkffingf  and  honour^  andglory^  and  power  be  unto  bim  thai 
Jiileth  09  the  thnme^  and  unio  the  Lamb  far  ever  and  everp 
Rev.  ▼•  13.  How  he  can  be  a  partner  in  the  higheft  adora^ 
don,  who  is  not  of  the  fame  effence  with  the  Father,  let 
Socinians  ei^lain. 

13.  He  is  defcribed  as  a  Son  who  has  an  effential  right 
to  the  name  of  Cod,  in  the  full  fenfe  of  the  word.  Unto 
the  Son  hefaitht  Thy  throne^  0  God^  is  for  ever  and  ever^ 
Heb.  i.  8.  Socinians  iieem  to  be  confcious  that  this  name, 
when  ufied  abfolutelj  and  reftrided  to  an  individual,  as  it 
is  here,  invariably  denotes  the  true  God.  Therefore  they 
endeavour  to  avert  die  force  of  the  argument  from  this 
paiTage,  by  dbjefiing  to  the  tranflation.  Some  of  their 
more  ancient  writers,  indeed,  among  whom  was  Biddle, 
had  fo  mnch  honefty  as  to  acknowledge  that  the  Son  is 
here  cafied  God  f .  But  Dr  P.  is  not  difpofed  to  make 
fuch  a  conceilion.  He  oblerves  that  the  paflage  **  may  be 
'*  rendered,  God  is  thy  throne  for  ever  and  ever\  that  is, 
"  God  will  eftabUfli  the  authority  of  Chrift  till  time  (hall 
<«  be  no  more*."  This  idea  feems  to  have  been  firft 
thrown  out  by  Erafmus ;  though  he  was  not  latisfied  that 
it  was  juft.  However,  it  was  eagerly  laid  hold  of  by  Gro- 
tius  and  Enjedinus,  as  ezpreiGng  the  true  fcnle  of  the  place. 
But  this  view  is  liable  to  ieveral  important  objcftions.  It 
is  contrary  to  the  meaning  of  -the  Hebrew ;  as  far  as  an- 
cient  interpreters,  whether  Jews  or  Greeks,  can  be  confi- 
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dered  as  judges.  According  to  the  Targum,  God  is  in  the 
▼ocitive.  In  the  Septnagint,  it  is  rendered  in  the  lame 
manner,  as  in  the  Greek  of  the  New  Teftament.  Tht 
Dodcr's  ancient  Unitarian  friend,  Abulia,  whofe  learning 
he  greatlj  commends^  feems  never  to  have  thought  thrjt  it 
conid  bear  anj  other  fenfe  than  that  given  in  our  verfioo. 
There  can  be  no  difpute  a$  to  the  meaning  of  his  lan^ 
gnage^ 

This  view  is  inconSflent  with  the  preceding  context,  in 
which  the  Son  is  delcribed  as  the  Creator  and  Prelerver  of 
all  things,  and  as  the  object  of  worfliip  \  and  therefore,  as 
God  equal  with  the  Father.  It  alfo  changes  the  natural 
fubjed.  This  ought  to  be  the  tbrome  of  the  Son,  as  con- 
trafted  with  the  minifttridd  llation  of  angels,  which  is  the 
fubjeft  of  the  preceding  verfe  \  nay,  fuch  a  throne  as  can 
belong  to  him  alone  who  is  eflentially  God^  in  contradi- 
ftinftion  to  the  miniftrj  of  thofe  who  are  mere  cnaimra^ 
and  who  were  made  for  the  purpoie  of  this  miniftry :  Of 
the  angels  befaltb^  Who  maietb  bis  angels^  or  mejfengers  ffi- 
rits. — But  unto  the  Son^  "Thy  throne^  0  Gody  fJc.  But  ac- 
cording to  the  Socinian  verfion,  God  is  the  fubje6l ;  not  as 
oppofed  to  angels,  but  as  oppofed  to  the  Son,  The  honour 
j3  carried  away  from  the  Son  to  the  Father,  in  dired  op- 
pofition  to  the  evident  defign  of  the  infpired  writer.  Nor 
is  this  interpretation  fupported  by  the  claufe  immediately 
following  in  the  clofeft  connexion  -,  ^be  faptre  of  thy  king' 
dam  is  a  right  fceptre,  Socinians  ought  to  fliew,  how  God 
is  x.\\c  fceptre,  as  well  as  the  throne  of  Chrift's  kingdom  j 
elfe  we  are  left  to  fuppofe  that  although  it  ha:>  a  divine 
foundation,  the  adminiflration  is  merely  human. 

But  they  cannot  produce  a  fingle  example  from  fcripture 
of  the  ufe  of  fuch  language.  God  is  often  claimed  bj  his 
people  as  their  roch^  their  refuge^  their  high  tower :  but  it 
is  no  where  faid  that  he  is  the  throne  of  his  creature.    The 

J 
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idea,  indeed,  is  abfard.  When  he  is  called  a  roci^  lie.  it  is 
confiftent  with  his  dignity :  for  fuch  expreffions  denote 
that  defence  which  is  afforded  by  the  ftronger  to  the  wea- 
ker. But  the  Sovereign  b  ceruinly  greater  than  his  tbrom. 
Thus,  the  enemies  of  the  Son,  in  attempting  to  prove  that 
he  is  effentially  inferior  to  the  Father,  make  the  Father  in« 
ferior  to  the  Son.  However,  they  wifli  to  fupply  the 
word  tjlabl\fh*  I  will  not  (ay,  that  this  is  to  fuppofe  a 
flrong  figure  without  any  neceility.  For  with  them  the 
neceility  is  as  great  as  that  of  providing  a  crutch  for  the 
lame.  But  it  is  evidently  to  fuppofe  a  mode  of  fpeaking 
to  be  found  no  where  elfe  ;  and  inftead  of  explaining  the 
text  to  make  one  of  their  own. 

The  Do£lor  adds  ;  *'  From  this  paiTage  nothing  can  be 
<«  more  plain,  than  that,  whatever  authority  belongs  to 
'*  Chrift,  he  has  a  fuperior  from  whom  he  derives  it  \  God^ 
**  even  tbj  Godf  Jbas  anointed  tbee.  This  could  never  have 
**  been  faid  of  the  one  true  God,  whofe  being  and  power  are 
**  underived."  It  is  granted  that  this  is  not  immediately  &id 
of  him  as  God,  but  as  God-man  or  Mediator.  It  is  no  objec- 
tion to  his  being  addrefled  as  God^  that  the  fubjed  of  the  ad- 
dreis  is  his  mediatory  exaltation.  For  while  the  official  cha- 
racter of  Jefus  requires  the  deity  of  the  perfion  as  its  founda- 
tion, it  cannot  poilibly  imply  any  forfeiture  of  hb  eflential 
right.  Tlie  glory  of  the  Godhead  b  difplayed  in  human 
nature.  Socinians,  however,  have  laid  it  down  as  a  firft 
principle  in  their  fyflem,  that  although  God  may  commu- 
nicate his  eflential  perfeAtons  to  a  mere  creature,  he  can- 
not aflume  the  creature  into  union  i^Hlth  himfelf,  and  thus 
ftand  in  a  relation  different  from  what  effentially  belongs 
to  him.  God  may  deuy^  but  be  cannot  humble  himfelf.  But 
ic  b  impoflible  for  them  to  prove,  that  he  who  b  inferior  to 
the  Father  in  one  relation,  may  not  be  hb  equal  in  another. 
If  this  appear  from  ficripture,  we  are  bound  to  believe  it : 
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and  theie  em  be  so  objedkm  to  this  betag  the  doSiiiie  of 
the  paflSige,  but  that  Sociniaiis  are  detenniiiedjEo  rtjcBt  du 
dofirioe,  honreirei  clear  the  evidence. 

But  that  Jefns  u  here  addrefled  as  a  divine  Perfimy  is  na* 
deniable  from  the  qnotatioo  immediatelj  following  ;  Jbi 
ihom^  Lori^  m  the  hegimmmg^  hqfi  laid  the  Jtmrndatiom  ^f  thi 
mrtb^  gmd  tbt  heavems  art  the  work  of  tfy  hamds.  They 
JbaU  perijh^  hut  thorn  remmtujl^  Me,  ver.  10. — la.  Onr 
learned  anthor  is  mnch  at  a  lob  what  to  make  of  ibeie 
words.  He  tries  them  firft  in  one  waj,  then  in  anodhcr. 
and  at  length  hazards  a  conjefinre  as  to  a  third.  ^  In  ver. 
**  10,  JI9  13."  he  fays,  '^  the  apoSle  quotes  an  addreb  to 
*'  Gody  as  the  great  Creator  and  everlafting  Rnler  of  die 
"  nniverfe,  but  without  any  hint  of  its  being  applied  to 
"  Chrift  *."  Bnt  as  if  thb  were  carrying  the  matter  rather 
too  £ar»  it  being  undeniable  that  the  preceding  context  con- 
tains fome  himis  concerning  him,  die  Dofior  advances  a 
ftep  &rther.  Bnt  he  advances  with  great  caution,  as  trea- 
ding on  dangerous  ground.  *'  This  quotation  was  prvhc&iy 
**  made  with  a  view  to  exprtls  the  great  honour  conferrtd 
"  on  Chriil,  on  account  of  the  dignity  of  the  perfon  who 
"  conferred  it."  But  this  is  rather  a  round-about  way  of 
exprefling  honour,  and  far  from  being  ufual  n^nth  the  con- 
cife  and  energetic  writer  of  thb  epifUe.  Had  this  been  his 
defign,  it  might  have  been  as  natural  a  plan  to  have  told 
what  the  honour  was.  Some  may  be  apt  to  doubt  too, 
whether  one,  writing  to  Hebrews,  and  having  already  told 
them  that  the  honour  referred  to  was  conferred  by  God,  vbo 
/pake  to  tbtir  fathers  by  the  prophets,  could  give  them  a  bet- 
ter idea  of  its  greatneis,  by  telling  them  that  this  God  was 
**  the  Creator  and  Ruler  of  the  univerfe."  An  Hebrew 
would  certainly  have  reckoned  this  a  very  poor  compliment 
to  his  own  under  (Ian  ding,  and  a  fufficient  proof  of  the 
weakneis  of  his  who  thus  addrefled  them. 

But, 


M 

4< 


Chap.  V.  1^  tnt  Afei^/iati.  485 

Bat*  according  to  Dr  P.  the  frobabiliiy  of  this  appeAn 
from  evidence.  **  For  it  immediatelj  follows,  ver,  13. 
But  to  wUcb  of  tbe  angels  /aid  bt^  that  is,  the  greitt 
being  to  whom  this  deicription  belongs,  Sk  thm  on  fty 
**  right  bamd^  Slc."  But  this  is  evidentlj  to  be  viewed  as  a 
diftinfi  proof  from  the  former.  Our  author  -artfully  tri^ 
to  throw  the  emphafis  on  the  pronoun  6g  ;  whereas  every 
impartial  reader  mnft  obfierve  that  it  refls  upon  thefe  words, 
wUci  of  tie  amg$ls.  For  the  infpired  writer  is  not  abftrad- 
Ij  illoilrating  the  dignity  of  bim  who  find  this }  nor  does 
he  mean  to  infer  the  dignity  of  the  peribn  to  whom  this 
was  laid,  from  fo  remote  a  confideration  as  the  greatneis  of 
the  ^^caker*  But  he  iUnftrates  this  in  a  dired  manner,  by 
denying  the  honour  of  fuch  an  addreis  to  any  of  the  an- 
gels, how  exalted  foever.  Therefore  he  immediately  af- 
ierts  that  they  are  attt  without  exception,  mimftring  ffiriit^ 
not  merely  to  the  King  of  Zum^  but  to  his  fubjefis :  evident- 
ly inferring  from  this  confideration,  that  they  could  never 
receive  a  call  to  that  honoor  relerved  for  their  Lord.  He 
Jits  as  a  Sovereign.  Htjits  on  God's  right  hand,  as  Imng 
effentially  hbyOifibw.  But  they  are  all  ftnt  forth  asiier- 
vanti. 

After  an,  the  Dodor  advances  a  little ;  as  if  conicious 
that  he  mnft  grant  fomething  more,  however  rclufiantly, 
mikfr  he  would  feem  to  trifle  with  his  text.  ^  Or  finfce 
««tfais  quotation  from  the  Pialmift,"  he  lays,  **  deferibes  a 
**  perpetuity  of  empire  in  God,  it  may  be  intended  to  in- 
.'*  timate  a  perpetuity  of  empire  in  Chrift,  who  holds  hb 
"  authority  from  God,  and  who  mnft  hold  it,  unlefr  God  be 
<*  nnaUe  to  fiipport  it."  Still  very  cautiods.  It  may^ik- 
timatt.  But  it  cannot  even  intimate  lb  much.  If  thefe 
words  properly  reined  the  empire  of  God,  they  can  prove 
nothing  as  to  the  perpetuity  of  the  government  of  the  Mef- 
Gah.    Did  we  fepppfe  that  he  were  a  mere  man,  and  had 
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we  no  better  fccurity  for  the  perpetuitjr  of  bis  empin, 
than  the  perpetuity  of  the  divuie  \  ve  could  not  be  more 
certain  of  the  continuance  of  his,  than  of  any  human 
government.  For  the  po-xirt  that  be  are  alfo  of  Cti. 
Yet  they  are  fubjeCt  to  change.  The  quotation  muit  be 
viewed  by  itfelf,  as  relting  on  its  own  foundation  ;  and  if  if 
proves  nothing  dire^y  aa  to  the  dignity  of  the  Perfbn  vho 
is  Mefliah,  or  as  to  the  nature  of  bis  kingdom,  it  proves 
nothing  at  all.  But  though  this  fhould  be  the  cale,  i[ 
b>  no  more  than  what  we  may  expefl.  For  our  authoi, 
who  feemi  to  think  that  even  the  fpirUt  of  the  Apoftles  art 
fuhJiU  uhlo  him,  alTures  us  that  Paul,  the  reputed  writer  of 
thij  epiillc,  *'  often  reafons  inconclufively,  and  theFefore-— 
"  without  any  particular  infpiration  '." 

Indeed,  he  (ecnis  to  be  at  pains  to  make  the  Ap«^e  va.- 
fon  iacanclufimly.  For  If  the  reafoning  of  the  paff^e, 
according  to  the  Doctor's  interpretation,  could  prove  ibt 
thing,  it  would  prove  unfpeakably  inore  than  be  wouM 
ehoofc  to  admit.  If  the  dcfcription  of  "  a  perpetuity  at 
"empire  in  God,"  be  ^vy  intimation  ai  "  a  pcriKtuityof 
"  empire  in  Chrift,"  it  midl  ccrtiiinly  intimate  that  the  em- 
pire of  Chrill  Ihall  continue  as  long  as  the  empire  ut 
God,  as  long  as  God  is  not  "  unable  to  fuppoit  it."  Now. 
Dr  P.  will  not  refufc  that  the  divine  empire  ii  llricUy 
eternal.  But  how  will  this  agree  with  what  he  his  uld 
ar  explaining  the  preceding  quotation  ?  All  the  perpeniiiy 
ihnt  he  afcribes  to  the  empire  of  ChriH,  is  the  "  e^aWJlli- 
•*  mcnt  of  his  authority  till  tunc  (hall  be  no  more." 

It  uotwitlkltanding  all  the  (huilting  modes  of  interpre- 
a  that  may  be  devifed,  it  is  clear  £to:n  the  connexion 
I  the  iafpirod  writer  applies  the  language  of  the  Plain 
yiir  Lord.  Socinians  themfclves  acknowledge  that  be 
.\c  iilijei^  of  tlie  preceding  quotations,  however  flrangt- 
■  lev  cxpluiu  them.  It  is  alfo  evident  from  the  mtni- 
;  rv  particle  ««i,./^W.  Thtae  is  no  correfpoadenl  word, 
eitlier 
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either  in  the  Hebrew,  or  in  the  Septuagint.  It  iin4oubted- 
Ij  fignifies  that  the  quotation  following  b  to  be  applied  in 
tiie  lame  manner  as  the  preceding ;  and  refers  to  the  be- 
ginning of  ver.  8.  But  unto  the  Son  be  Jaitb.  To  every 
unprejodiced  reader,  it  mufl  convey  the  lame  idea  as  if  that 
introduAion  had  been  formally  repeated. 

14.  Jefus  b  a  Son  in  fo  peculiar  a  fen£e  that  the  church 
IS  declared  to  be  bis  huUding  and  property.  In  the  fame 
cpiftle,  chap.  iii.  a  comparifon  is  inftituted  between  MoCbs 
and  Chrift.  The  defign  of  the  Apoftle  is  to  prove  the  fix- 
periority  of  the  latter.  He  (hews  that  there  is  as  great  a 
diffisrence  between  the  one  and  the  other,  as  between  the 
houfe  and  the  builder  of  it :  Tor  oirro$,  this  perfon  was  truly 
Vfortby  of  more  glory  than  Mofes^  in  as  much  as  be  who 
both  bmlded  the  boufe^  hath  more  honour  than  the  boufe^ 
▼er.  3*  He  fliews  that  Mofes  was  merely  a  fervant  in  the 
hoofe  of  God,  but  Chrifi  a  Son  over  his  own  houfe^  ver* 
5,  6.  Chrift,  by  difpeniation,  was  alfo  a  fervant.  In  this 
refped,  he  is  faid  to  have  been  faithful.  But  his  fidelity 
was  Apt  that  of  a  natural  inferior.  He  was  faithful  as  a  Son. 
He  was  not  merely  in  the  houfe,  like  Mofes  \  but  over  it : 
and  not  over  it,  like  one  advanced  to  an  honour  that  did 
not  originally  belong  to  him  *,  but  over  it,  as  his  own  houfe^ 
his  natural  property.  But  how  can  the  church  be,  the  pro- 
perty of  Chrift,  unleid  he  be  God  ? 

Indeed,  the  ApoHle  proves  the  deity  of  our  Saviour, 
from  his  work  of  building  the  church.  For  every  houfe  is 
bmilded  by  fome  one  ;  but  he  that  built  all  things  is  Cod, 
ver.  5.  It  is  clear  that  Chrift  is  here  meant.  For  he  is 
immediately  fpoken  of  as  the  builder ;  and  as,  on  thb  very 
account,  fuperior  in  glory  to  RIofes.  It  (eems  to  be  juftly 
obferved  by  the  learned  Owen,  that  ra  marra  is  put  for 
teuna  vetrrOf  all  thefe  things  that  the  Apoftle  b  pre&ntly 
treating  of.    That  the  expreiBon  refpefis  the  church,  is 

H  h  4  evident 
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evident  from  the  ole  of  the  word  narmmam  formerly  sp- 
pBcd  to  the  bnilding  of  the  honfe,  and  no  where  nCiBd  b 
Icripture  to  denote  the  creation  of  all  things.  Lnlefa 
Chriff  be  meant  as  the  boilder,  ver.  4.  the  connexion  and 
Ibrce  of  the  argument  are  loft.  For  it  is  not  the  ApoAk^ 
defiga  to  compare  Mofes  with  God  ablblutelj  oonfidered, 
hot  to  compare  him  with  God-man  *•  At  any  rate,  it  is 
undeniable  from  ver.  3.  that  the  work  of  building  the 
church  belongs  to  Chrift,  in  a  fienfe  in  which  it  cannot  be 
aicribed  to  any  mere  (ervant.  Now,  the  church  is  GoJts 
hmliing^  x  Cor»  iii.  9.    Therefore,  Chrift  b  God. 

In  a  word,  he  is  a  Son,  the  faith  and  knowledge  of  whom 
give  perfiHion  to  oar  nature.  Therefore  the  Apofilc  frys; 
^^TTittwi  atteonu  in  the  uui^  ofthefakh^  and  of  the  how- 
Ufgi  of  the  Son  ofGod^  unto  a  perfeB  moMt  Eph.  iv.  i^ 
This  conftitutes  the  perfedion  of  the  whole  myftica!  bodj 
of  Chrift.  Either  the  Socinian  expeds  an  higher  perfiec- 
Uon  than  what  is  here  defcribed  ;  or,  according  to  his  idesi^ 
his  higheft  perfedion  coniifts  in  believing  in  and  knowing 
a  mere  man.  But  the  trueChriftian  expefb  fomething  un- 
fpeakably  greater.  He  is  fatisfied  that,  in  knowing  the 
Son  more  pcrfc£lly,  he  (hall  he  filled  with  all  thefulnefi  ^' 
Cod.  But  he  b  alfo  alTured  that,  although  his  attainments 
in  this  refpeft  will  far  exceed  the  prefent,  he  (hall  be  eter- 
nally loft  in  the  greatneis  of  the  fubjedl.  Therefore  the 
Apoftle,  in  the  preceding  chapter,  afcribes  incomprehen« 
fibility  to  the  Saviour,  when  fpeaking  with  refped  to  one 
perfedion  only  :  Tihat  ye — may  he  able  to  comprehend  with 
all  faints,  what  is  the  hreadth^  and  lengthy  awi  depth,  and 
height ;  and  to  know  the  love  ofChrifi^  which  pajfeth  knovh 
ledge  J  that  ye  might  he  filled  with  all  the  fulnefs  of  G^ 
ver.  17. — 19.  He  fpeaks  of  the  love  of  Chrift  in  the  iame 
terms  in  which  Zophar  defcribes  the  divine  nature.     The 

Apoftle. 
*  Vide  Owen  in  loc.  Cameron.  Opera,  p.  30.  Pisle^.  in  Mtttb. 


O^.  V.  ffur  hu  AfciHfion.  ^ 

Ap<)iUe9  indcedt  {eeins  to  copy  his  figurative  language: 
Camft  tbou  hy  fearcbi^g  find  out  Godf  camft  thou  find  ota 
tb§  Abmghty  utUoperfaBion  f  It  is  as  high  as  beavm^  wial 
canji  thw>  do  /  duper  than  bell^  wbat  canji  tbou  inow  f.  The 
mtafnre  tbtrtofis  longer  than  the  earthy  and  broader  than 
the  feOf  Jgb.  xi.  7. — 9. 

Before  leaving  this  fubjiedy  we  may  attend  to  an  obfer- 
vation  made  by  Dr  P.  which  he  feems  to  confider  as  a  iuf- 
ficient  reply  to  every  argument  that  may  be  urged  firoih 
the  ufe  of  this  character  as  applied  to  our  Saviour.  Re* 
ferring  to  the  argument  from  thefe  pailages  that  exhibit 
Chrift  as  the  image  of  God,  he  ikjrs ;  *Mt  is  with  as  little 
**  appearance  of  reafon  that  Chrift  is  argued  to  be  vtry  and 
**  eternal  God,  becaufe  he  is  %led  the  Son  of  Cod  i  for  all 
*^  Chriftians  have  the  fame  appellation,  x  John  iii.  a*  Now 
••  are  we  the  Sons  of  Cod*" 

This  reply  affords  a  ftriking  proof  of  the  ftrange  inoon- 
fifiency  of  Socinians.  For  it  is  advanced  by  the  Dodor, 
after  he  has  granted  that  Jefus  is  called  the  Son  of  Cod  in  a 
peculiar  fenCe,  as  being  the  Chrift^  and  endeavoured  to  fliew 
that  thefe  terms  are  perfedly  fynonymous  *•  But  as  if  he 
queftioned  whether  this  ground  were  tenable,  he  eventual- 
ly refufes  that  peculiarity  formerly  granted,  and  fecures  a 
more  extenfive  foundation  for  his  batteries  againft  the 
truth.  One  would  almoft  think  that  a  Socinian  woold 
give  you  leave  to  make  of  his  Saviour  what  you  pleafe,  if 
you  do  not  plead  for  his  deity.  But  if  Jefus  be  called  the 
Son  of  Cod  in  the  fame  fenfe  as  all  Chriftians,  he  cannot 
be  thus  diftinguiihed  as  MeiBah.  If  fb,  will  the  kamed 
writer  be  pleafed  to  inform  us,  what  was  the  meaning  of 
eur  Lord's  teftimony,  when  he  affented  to  the  high-prieft's 
adjuration  ?  Do  not  profeffors  of  Chriftianity,  who  hastdk 
the  word  of  Cod  m  thb  manner,  expofe  themielves  to  the 

attacka 
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attacks  of  infideb  ?  Mi^t  not  a  Deift  faj,  widi  great  q>- 
peanmce  of  reafon ;  "  Too  firft  inform  us,  that  yoorlb- 
^  fter  is  called  the  Son  of  God  as  being  the  Cbrtfi^  dnt  b, 
^  he  receives  this  name  in  a  peculiar  (enfie;  nay,  thaik 
**  confirmed  this  fenfe  of  the  expreflion  bj  folemn  otfL 
^  Then  70a  aflure  us  that  all  ChriBians  have  the  &aie 
^  appellation.  Either  70a  mnft  believe  that  eveiy  Chri- 
**  ftian  is  a  Mefliah,  or  70U  believe  in  none  at  all." 

But  to  fa7  that  all  Chriflians  are  called  the  Jims  of  G%i, 
proves  nothing ;  unleG  it  can  be  proved  that  they  reodTc 
diis  charafier  in  the  (ame  (enfe  in  which  it  is  given  to  Jefbs. 
Bot  not  even  the  fame  language  is  ufed.  Are  the7  qB 
called  God's  proper  forts j  his  only  htgUtem  fomf  Witih  bx 
more  propriet7  might  it  be  faid  that,  becanfe  all  believers 
are  called  the  fervanis  of  Chrifi^  Eph.  vi.  6.  none  receive 
this  name  peculiarl7  and  diflindively,  as  miniftersof  dw 
gofpel,  Jude  ver.  i.  Becaufe  magiftrates  and  idols  are  caDed 
gods^  \y]  a  parit7  of  reafon  the  pol7theift  might  den7  dnt 
the  fcripture  maintains  the  divine  unit7.  He  might  pleid 
that  it  favours  heathenifm,  and  that  Jehovah  is  a  deitj  in 
common  with  others.  For  his  being  called  the  true  God^ 
the  /rvinj  Gody  the  one  God^  might  with  equal  propriety  be 
of  as  little  account  with  him,  as  Chrift's  being  called  God*3 
oniy  and  on^y  begotten  Son  is  with  a  Socinian. 

But  there  is  fuflicient  evidence  from  the  connexion  of 
that  very  pafiage  quoted  bv  our  author,  that,  while  the 
Apolllc  ufes  this  charadter  by  wa7  of  refemblance.  he 
marks  a  ver7  important  dillin6lion.  Such  a  Son  is  Jefos, 
that  all  other  fons  receive  their  anointings  not  mere]7  bj, 
but^^m  him,  and  mud  continue  in  him  in  the  fame  re- 
fpe£b  as  in  the  Father,  i  John  ii.  20.  24. ;  that  whofoever 
denieth  him  hath  not  the  Father,  ver.  22.;  that  all  other 
fons  mod  appear  before  him  as  their  judge,  and  are  begot- 
ten of  him  as  their  father ;  ver.  28,  29.     Such  is  the  elTen- 
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tkl  iigniqr  of  tbit  8(on^  tttat  k  is  Ml  IddKbl^  WoiMfef  6f 
love  that  an j  of  AdMili  fidk^jr  fiibiihl  ht'  hcmwifdl  wttti 
die  bme  defignotido )  chaj).  fil.  k.  ^  is  e  Soh  ttthifcflii 
Cor  the  very  porpofe  of  taking  away  die  fins  of  odiers,  Miid 
deftroying  the  works  of  tile  dei^  rtr.  $.  8.  and  wlkb  pte- 
ferves  all  that  are  united  to  him  froni  falling  intd  tondeA- 
natioot  ver.  6.  After  aU  thts^  had  a&y  one  faid  t6  the 
ApoiUe ;  *'  You  do  not  mean  that  this  title  denotes  any 
**  eiTential  fnperiority  in  Jefos  to  us,  for  we  alfo  are  aU  tie 
**  ff^nt  of  God  \**  there  is  every  reafon  to  believe  that  he 
would  have  pronounced  him  a  baftard,  and  not  a  fon, 

Dr  P.  fiibjoins ;  **  We  are  called  not  only  the  cbildren^  but 
*'  the  heirs  of  God^  and  joint  bein  with  Cbrijl^*  Rom.  viii. 
17.  But  as  the  perfons  who  are  thus  denominated  have 
been  once  under  the  law  of  Jin  and  deaths  ver.  a.  and  enmity 
^goinfi  God^  ver.  7.  the  paflage  cannot  prove  what  the 
Dodor  wiihes.  Becaufe  a  rebel  was  mercifully  pardoned 
by  his  fovereign,  and  even  admitted  to  a  participation  of 
die  honour  belonging  to  him  whom  the  king  acknowled- 
ged as  hii  own/on^  his  proper  fon^  (ver.  3.  32.)  would  any 
one  therefore  plead  that  the  pardoned  rebel  was  as  truly 
and  properly  the  king's  fon  as  the  other? 

To  as  litde  purpofe  is  it  urged  that  ''  Adam  is  more 
**  efpecially  called  the  Son  of  God^  Luke  iii.  38."  For  it 
is  undeniable  that  he  receives  this  charader,  becaufe  he  was 
created  after  the  image  of  God.  But  Chrift  is  thus  deno- 
minated, becaufe  he  is  the  very  image  of  the  invifible  God, 
the  exprefs  image  of  the  Father's  perfon\  not  created,  but 
begotten.  We  are  alfo  told  that  '^  Ephraim  is  called  his 
^  dear  Son^*'  }er.  zxxi.  ao.  But  there  is  no  comieiion 
here.  For  it  is  well  known  that  the  Ifiraelites,  (who  were 
often  called  Ephraim,  to  diftinguifli  them  from  the  king- 
dom of  Judah)  received  this.charafler,  becaufe  of  their  ex- 
ternal 
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cenial  idatifMi  to  God  ••  his  pecofiar  people*  Hcreitanf 
liave  %  fpecial  re^^  to  their  repentance  foretold  ia  the 
jpreceding  verles.  But  can  Dr  P.  real|  j  mean  that  this  de- 
ignation,  as  denoting  the  Savioory  is  to  be  nnderfioodia 
no  hitler  a  feofe  than  when  applied*  to  thofe  vilio  hmc 
previooflj  heen  as  a  hatttock  unaccujlwntd  io  tbtjoie^  ari 
who  have  borm  the  refromd  %fibiir  youth  /  vcr.  19,  ao. 
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DIVINnT  OF  CHRIST. 


CHAP.      L 

Hie  Jirfi  ArgunuiU^  from  wbai  is  Jkfpoftdto  ht  thegemtrat 
Tenor  of  the  ScrifiureSf  comfidireeU 

^T^  H  £  Dofior  pie&oes  his  objefiiaiu  by  a  verj  jiift  ob- 
ienratioa.  ^*  An  impanial  perfbo/'  he  lajs,  ^  may 
<*  cafily  fetisfy  himfiell^  that  the  wiiten  of  the  books  of 
^  icripcore  held  the  dodrine  of  one  God^  and  that  they  were 
**  poderftood  to  do  fo  by  thole  perfbos  for  whole  nie  the 
**  books  were  written  *."  Here  in  words  at  leaft  we  per- 
ttSdj  agree  with  our  aothor.    Bat  the  faondation  of  die 

3  Socinian 
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Socinian  fyftem  13  laid  in  the  aflVimprion  of  two  faUehoods, 
as  if  they  had  been  proved  to  be  indifpntable  truths ;  fiifl, 
that  thoCe  who  hold  the  dodrine  of  the  Trinity  believe  k 
more  Gods  than. one;  and  feGon<Hy,  that  oi|r  Go^mnfiof 
neceffity  be  one  fer/bn  only.  The  charge  of  polythetfin, 
however,  belongs  not  to  Trinitarians,  but  to  their  oppo- 
nents, who  afcribe  the  per&dions  and  prerogatives  of  the 
one  God  to  angels,  and  to  a  mere  man.  It  muft  be  dbvi- 
oos  to  every  impartial  reader,  that  on  diefe  fidfe  grocmdi 
the  whole  of  Dr  P/s  reafoning  againft  the  divinitj  of  our 
Saviour  proceeds* 

He  grants  that  the  plural  number  *'  is  made  u&  of,  when 
**  God  is  reprefented  as  faying,  Gen.  i.  16.  Let  ut  mate 
**  man,"    "  But,"  he  adds,  **  that  this  is  mere  phrafiedogy, 
^  is  evident  firom  its  being  (aid  inmiediately  after,  in  the 
fingular  number,  ver.  ay.  God  created  man  in  Us  own 
imagey  fo  that  the  creator  was  dill  one  being  *."     A  plu- 
rality of  perfons  in  an  unity  of  beings  is  all  that  we  pkad 
for.     But  nothing  will  pleafe  a  Socinian,  as  a  proof  of  a 
plurality  of  perfons,  that  would  not  prove  a  plurality  of 
beings^  that  is,  of  gods.     He  alfo  refers  to  thefe  word^.  Gen. 
xi.  7.  God  faid^  Let  us  go  down,  and  there  confound  their 
language.     His  reply  to  the  argument  for  a  plurality  from 
this  paffagc,  is  equally  fage.     "  But  we  find,  in  the  vcrj 
"  next  verfe,  that  it  was  one  being  only  who  aduaUy  cf- 
"  fefted  this."     And  what  Trinitarian  ever  aflertcd  the 
contrary  ?  That  kind  of  fpeaking  or  writing  cannot  juftlj 
be  dignified  with  the  name  of  argument y  that  proves  what 
has  never  been  doubted  by  the  adverfe  party.     The  Doc- 
tor ought  to  have  proved,  not  that  one  being  was  the  agent 
in  both  inftances ;  but  that  a  fingle  pcrfon  is  meant,  ^vhcn 
the  plural  number  is  ufed,  and  that  he  did  not  addreis  ary 
other  perfon,  but  bimfelf. 

Our  author  goes  on  in  the  fame  important  dcmonflration. 

"  In 

*  Ibid.  p.  4. 
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'^  In  all  the  intercourfe  of  God,  with  Adam,  Noah,  and  the 
**  ot}ier  patriarchs,  no  meoticm  is  made  of  more  than  one  be^ 
^  ing  who  addrefled  them  under  that  charaAer.  The  namo 
^  bj  which  he  is  diifinguiihed  is  foqietime^  Jebtnuih^  and  aC 
**  other  times  tbe  God  of  Abraham^  &lc«"  He  might  alio  have 
mentioned  that  he  who  calls  hunielf  the  God  of  Abrabamf 
is  called  tbe  Angel  of  yebovab^  But  this  would  have  given 
him  the  trouble  of  formallj  anfwering  an  objedicMiy  which^ 
as  has  been  already  lieen,  he  wifely  paiTes  over  as  lightly  aa 
polfible,  when  brought  in  by  him,  as  if  merely  em  pajjani^ 
A  wife  man  will  not  raiie  a  ghoQ,  which  he  is  not  fiire  that 
he  can  lay. 

As  a  proof  pf  the  unity  of  God,  in  the  Socinian  fenfe, 
the  Dodor  refers  to  Deut.  vi.  4.  But  it  has  been  for- 
merly proved  that  the  ancient  Jews,  however  ftedfafUy 
they  maintained  the  dodrine  of  the  divine  unity,  explained 
this  paiTage  of  a  plurality  of  perfoos  *• 

**  The  MeiEah,"  he  fays,  '*  vifuppofed  to  be  announced 
**  to  our  firft  parents  under  the  title  of  the  feed  of  the  wo- 
*'  JMMM,  Gen.  iiL  15  f/'  We  h(^,  the  Dodor  does  not 
fuppofe  any  thing  elfe :  however  unpalatable  this  expref- 
fioa  may  be  to  him,  now  that  he  has  difcovered  that  the 
fciiptural  dodrine  of  the  miraculous  conception  has  the 
marks  of  a  **  ftory  inconiiftent  and  ill-digefted."  But  he 
has  found  out  a  method  of  getting  rid  of  this  fingular  expref- 
fioQ :  ^  The  phrafe  bom  of  vmman^  which  is,"  he  fajs, 
^  a£  the  fame  import,  is  always  in  fcripture  fynonymous  to 
'*  man**  It  b  expreisly  denied  that  the  phrafe  born  of  %u^ 
faam  is  of  the  iame  import  with  the  feed  of  the  woman. 
There  are  other  paflages  which  contain  language  ot'  the 
(Sune  import :  but  it  is  always  £6  guarded  as  co  (hew  that 
an  extraordinary,  and  evea  an  unparalleled  event  is  meant. 
Tims  it  is  iaid,  Jer.  xxxi.  aa.  Tie  Lord  hat'  created  a  mw 
tbimg  im  tbe  earthy  4  woman  fbaU  compafs  a  man.    But  was 

• 
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it  a  new  thing  in  the  earthy  for  a  man  to  be  bom  rf  nw^ 
wan  f  It  was  a  fign  that  Jehovah  limfeif  was  to  give^  tlit 
a  virgin  fliould  conceive^  and  b^tr  a  fon.  Ilk.  vii.  14.  ff 
JbfuB  received  his  human  nature  in  the  ordinarj  waj,  At 
•Apoftle  Paul  is  chargeable  with  a  mere  afficAatioo  of  fii- 
gularity,  without  the  leaft  reafouy  when  he  ^ajs  diat  Gd 
fent  forth  his  Son  made  of  a  woman^  GaL  iv.  3.  One  rf 
thefe  very  texts  on  which  the  Dodor  leans,  for  the  bfpatt 
of  his  aflertion  with  refpefi  to  the  confonancy  of  die  jitnla 
mentioned,  proves  to  him  a  broken  reed  whidi  pierces  iim 
the  very  heart  of  his  argument.  This  b  Job  zxv.  4.  H99 
can  be  be  clean  that  is  bom  of  a  woman  f  Becaoie  no  one 
born  of  a  woman^  according  to  the  ordinary  comic  of  na- 
ture, can  be  clean ;  it  was  neceflary  that  our  hi^-psieft 
ihould  be  feparate  from  fnners  in  his  very  conoeptioo,  and 
therefore  that  he  ihoold  be  made  of  a  woman. 

Dr  P.  quotes  Deut.  xviii.  i8.  /  wiU  raife  tbem  up  a  fn- 
phet^  from  among  their  brethren^  &c.  adding,  widi  an  air  of 
triumph  •,  **  Here  is  nothing  like  a  fecond  perfon  in  the 
•'  Trinity,  a  perfon  equal  to  the  Father,  but  a  mere  pn>- 
"  phet,  delivering  in  the  name  of  Grod,  whatever  he  b  or- 
"  dered  fo  to  do  *."  This  kind  of  reafoning  would  be  vi- 
lid,  if  the  friends  of  the  deity  of  Chrifl  refufed  that  he 
fuftained  any  other  chara^r  than  that  of  a  divine  perfon. 
But  on  no  other  fuppofition  does  it  defer ve  an  anfwer. 
Much  in  the  fan;e  manner,  might  thofe,  who  never  (aw 
David  till  he  was  afcending  Mount  Olivet,  weeping,  with 
his  head  uncovered,  and  bare-foot,  iky  ;  **  Here  is  nodting 
'^  like  the  King  of  Ifirael."  Jcfus  fays  to  his  diiciples,  lo,  i 
am  among  you  as  one  that  ferveth.  With  equal  propridj 
might  it  be  argued  from  thefe  words,  that  he  could  be  in  00 
refped  fuperior  to  the  difciples,  becaufe  here  is  noibiag  Sk 
fuperiority.  Our  author  ought  to  give  his  argument  io 
due  weight.    For  the  words  of  God  by  Mofcs  will  cqaslBj 

prove 
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prove  that  Jefus  was  not  to  be  a  priefl  or  a  king,  as  that  he 
was  n6t  to  be  a  divine  perfon  ;  becaufe  he  is  not  here  men- 
doneJ  under  any  of  thcfc  characters.  But  this  is  not  to 
give  argumcnlt  from  the  tenor  of  fcripture^  but  from  de- 
tached paflages,  and '  even  without  regard  to  the  principal 
defign  of-  tfaefe. 

It  u  not  faA,  that  here  we  have  ''  nothing — ^but  a  mere 
*'  prophet."     It  wouldy  indeed,  be  of  no  avail  to  us,  were 
the  Saviour  revealed  in  his  divine  nature  only.  We  would 
J  utter  the  fame  language  as  the  Ifraelites,  when  God  fpoke 
to  them  immediately.    They  were  fo  afraid  of  his  ma^ 
jefty  that  they  faid,  Let  not  Godfpcak  with  usy  left  we  Sie, 
£x.  zz.  19.     They  wilhed  for  one»  in  their  own  nature, 
to  mediate  between  God  and  them.    They  propofed  Mo- 
fea  :  and  God  declared  his  aflent.    But  it  is  evident  that 
he  was  accepted  merely  as  a  temporary  mediator,  and  as  a 
type  of  one  unfpeakably  fitter  for  the  work.    For  it  was 
on  this  very  occafion,  of  the  people  exprefling  their  defire 
of  a  Mediator,  that  the  prophecy  under  confideration  was 
delivered.    In  the  choice   of  the  occafion,   God  ihewed 
them,  that,   in  complying  with  their  propofal,   he  ufed 
Mofes  merely  as  a  type.     Therefore,  he  direflcd  their 
principal  attention  to  the  Antitype,  at  the  very  time  that 
it  would  have  been  moft  neceflary  to  have  confined  their 
attention  to  Mofes,  had  he  not  be^  employed  in  an  infe- 
rior charaAer.     Mofes  himfelf,  well  aflured  of  his  own  in* 
iieriority,  does  not  fail  to  remind  the  Ifraelites  of  the  cir- 
cumftance  mentioned.    Ti&f  Lord  thy  God  willraife  up  unto 
tbte  a  prophet^  from  the  midft  of  thee^  of  thy  brethren^  like 
unto  me^  unto  him  ye  fball  hearken.     According  to  all 
THAT  THOU  Dr  siRLDST  of  the  Lord  thy  God  in  Hereby  in 
the  day  of  the  ajjembiy^  f^yif^gi  Let  me  not  hear  again  the 
wee  oj  the  Lord  fay  Codj  neither  let  me  fti  this  great  fire 
any  more  taat  I  die  not.    And  the  Lord  Jaid  ufito  me^  ^bey 
Vol.  I.  1  i  have 
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iavi  weOJpoie/i  that  which  thty  bavejfoken*  J  will  rmfi 
them  up  a  prophet^  ISc.  The  jyromiic  of  a  future  icvcb- 
tion  of  the  divine  will  could  have  brought  no  eoufdatioD 
to  the  affrighted  and  dejefied  Uraelites,  had  they  not  been 
aflured  that  it  ihould  be  made  bj  one '  ia  human  natnit. 
It  was  impoflible,  indeed,  that  he  could  otherwife  accom- 
pliih  the  work  of  mediation.  It  was  aeceflary  that  be 
fliould  be  taken  from  among  mm^  Heb.  v.  i.  But  be  u  not 
revealed  as  "  a  mere  prophet/'  His  prophetical  chawflipr, 
according  to  which  he  was  to  Ipeak  the  wonb  of  God»  is 
mentioned  as  one  branch  only  of  his  mediatorial  office* 

The  Dodor  aflerts  that  Jefns  is  here  exhibited  as  a  wure 
prophet,  moft  probably,  becaufe  he  is  faid  to  be  liki  luft 
Mofes.  But  the  word  ufed  in  the  original  does  not  fignify 
fo  perfeA  a  fimilitude  as  admits  of  no  difference.  It  by  00 
means  implies  that  the  perfons  or  things  compared  agree 
in  all  circumftances*  It  is  enough,  if  they  agree  in  one  or 
more  refpedls  in  which  the  comparifon  is  ftated.  Nor  is  it 
neceflary,  that  there  Ihould  be  an  exafi  fimilarity  with  re- 
fpe£t  to  degree.  This  may  be  greater  or  lefs.  Sometimes 
it  denotes  likenels,  where  the  perfon  or  thing  compared 
falls  Qiort  of  that  with  which  it  is  compared  *,  as  in  Joel  ii. 
3.  TZ'tf  land  is  AS  the  garden  of  Eden  \  Lam.  ii.  13.  ^by 
h'cach  is  great  LikE  the  fea.  XI;,  the  Greek  word  which 
correfponds  to  it,  is  ufed  in  the  fame  manner  in  the  New 
Teftament.  Mat.  v.  48.  Be  ye perfeEl  as  your  Father  in  hea- 
ven is  pcrfcEl.  In  other  places,  it  marks  fuch  a  Ukenefs, 
that  the  thing  compared  exceeds  the  other.  Plal.  ciii.  13. 
Like  as  a  father  pit  ieth  his  children^  the  Lord  pit  ieth  thim 
that  fear  him.  But  it  is  undeniable,  that  his  compaiCoa 
infiaiiely  tranfcends  that  of  any  earthly  parent  *• 

Thus,  when  Chrift  is  compared  to  Mofes,  it  is  not  meant 
that  they  agree  in  all  refpefb.     Nor  will  it  follow  chat  the 

former 
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former  does  not  fnrpals  the  latter,  even  in  thofe  refpefis  ia 
which  the  comparifon  is  inftituted.  Therefore,  when  God 
fiiTa  to  Mo&s,  Iwittraife  up  a  pr^phH^'^lUt  unto  tbee^  the 
expreffioQ  properlj  is,  as  thorn  art.  In  the  New  Tefia^ 
ment,  in  both  the  places  where  this  predi&ion  is  quoted, 
the  wordffare  fo  rendered  as  to  fhew  that  this  is  their  real 
meaning :  Ads  iiL  12.  viL  37.  A  prophet  Jball  the  Lord 
yomr  God  rtife  up  unto  you  of  your  hrethrmy  u^  ifu^  as  hg 
rmfid  up  me.  The  comparifon  is  ftated  between  Mofes  and 
the  Meffiah,  with  refpeft  to  the  circumftance  of  the  latter 
being  a  prophet,  related  to  thofe  to  whom  he  flionid  be 
lent,  as  pofleflbg  the  liame  natore  with  them  :  which  waa 
the  ytrj  confolation  that  Ifrael  d^red.  But  it  bj  no 
means  follows  that  they  were  equal,  as  to  either  perfbn^ 
CMT  oflkiai  dignitj.  For  thus  the  prophecy  would  not  have 
been  verified  in  Jefus.  For  as  he  is  here  compared,  he  is 
cUewhere  contrafied  with  Mofes,  John  i.  17,  i8.  Hfekno 
VHU  given  by  Mofes^  but  grace  aud  truth  came  by  'Jefus 
Chrifi.  Thej  are  not  merely  oppofed  as  to  what  came  by 
each,  but,  as  we  have  fcnrmerly  (hewn,  with  refpefi  to  the 
^txj  manner  of  its  commg.  ^[bt  law  was  given  byMofei^ 
hA  grace  and  truths  lynrro,  were  made  by  Jefus  Chrift. 
But  they  are  further  contrafted.  For  it  immediately  fol- 
lows ;  No  man  bath  feen  God  at  aty  time*  This  feems  to 
be  fpoken  with  a  fpecial  refierence  to  Mofes,  as  fhewing 
that  when  it  b  faid  that  God  fpake  with  him  face  toface^ 
£z.  TTTJii,  II.  it  fignifies  that  he  was  admitted  to  greater 
neameis  than  any  other  mere  prophet,  but  not  that  he  really 
£iw  God  himlelf,  or  had  a  proper  and  full  difplay  of  his 
glory  •. 

That  this  prophecy  declares  fuch  a  Ukenejs  as  admits  of 
great  fuperiority,  u  evident  from  its  intention,  nay,  from 
the  very  phraleology.    For  when  it  is  iisid.  Unto  him  ye 

lia  fhaa 
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Jball  bearheitj  the  church  is  prepared  for  a  total  change  ef 
the  difpehiktioQy  and  informed  that  flie  (hall  dien  be  locfied 
from  Mofes,  and  fabjeAcd  to  the  authoritj  of  Chrift.    It  ii 
remarkable,  that  Maimonides  explains  the  fbUowiBg  dedi- 
ration,  IVboJoever  wiU  not  hearken  unio  my  wwds  w6kb  he 
JbaU  fpeak  in  my  Name^  I  will  require  it  of  bim^  by  dK 
the  langoage  of  God  refpefting  his  Angel,  Ex.  zziiL  ai. 
Beware  t^him^  and  obey  hie  voice ;  for  my  Name  iihtbim: 
dthoBgh  he  views  the  prophet-as  diftinft  from  that  Angd  *. 
Chrift  is  evidently  compared  with  Mofea,  as  the  anti- 
type with  the  type ;  fo  as  to  iUnftrate  the  great  fnpetiority , 
of  the  former.    Mofes,  indeed,  is  not  the  ooly  pattern  to 
which  this  prophet  is  likened*    Another  is  mentiooed  id 
the  fame  paflage.     This  is  aU  the  defire  oi  I&aeL     It  woaU 
appear  that  this  is  principally  in  view,  in  the  fikef^fc  ex- 
prefled.    For  when  Mofes  has  (aid,  A  FrophH  fiaU  lie 
Lord  your  Godraife  upf^ike  unto  me^  he  immediately  tddi^ 
as  if  the  comparifon  were  too  weak,  Kke  emto  4mB  tbat  thee 
hajl  defired.     For  the  fame  term,  denoting  refemblance,  is 
ufed  in  both  claufes.     it  feems  to  have  the  fame  meamng* 
a^  it  he  had  faid  \  *"  God  will  not  merely  give  yoa  a  pro- 
**  phet  like  unto  me,  but  correfpondent    to   the  ntmoft 
**  extent  of  your  defires,  as  ezpreflcd  by  you  on  that  mc- 
''  morable  daj  when  you  wilhed  no  more  to  hear  the  ap 
^  palling  voice,  or  to  fee  the  awful  fire  of  the  divine  Ma> 
**  jefly."     God  himfelf  teftifies  peculiar   approbation  of 
their  language,  not  becaufe  they  had  propofed  Mofes  is 
their  Mediator,  bur  becaufe  they  difplayed  a  conviAion  of 
their  abfolute  need  of  one,  to  convince  them  of  which  wis 
the  great  end  of  the  Law,  as  being  only  a  /cbooima/lerte 
bring  tbetn  to  Cbriji.     He  tefKfies  his  approbation,  becaafe 
it  was  his  fpecial  intention,  in  the  whole  ckf  that  difpenb- 
tion,  to  (hew  them  the  neceility  of  fuch  a  Mediator  as 

coaU 
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could  retUy  femove  from  them  thiit  great fif^  bf  the  divine 
iadignation.  Therefore,  he  graciouily  lays  hold  of  this 
opportunity  of  direding  their  principal  atcbntkni  ito  Jefuf, 
as  that  Bfediator  who  alone  could  grant  tbem  acceriing  to 
their  hearty  mmd  fulfil  all  their  cfmnfeli  as  is  fiiid  iiSthe  Name 
of  the  CSod  of  Jacob,  Pfal.  xx.  4.  To  the  primary  occs- 
fion  of  this  prediAion,  there  b  a  beautiful  aUuiion,  jcnned 
vrith  a  dedalhitioil  of  its  accompliihment,  Heb.  zii.  18-— 24. 
TTe  eahe  mi  \amte  mito  the  matrnt^^hat  burned  VfM  fire^-^ 
emd  tie  voice  ofwordSf  which  they  that  heard,  iutremted  that 
the  wtrdfiouU  not  be  J^okin  to  tbem  any  moire  i-^ut  ye 
are  tome  "to  Jefiu  the  Mediator  of  the  new  covenant j  and 
to  the  Hood  offfrimkling.  Therefore,  with  great  propriety 
it  is  added,,  in  reference  to  the  ftrid  charge  concerning  this 
prophet;  See  that  ye  refufe  not  Jnm  that  fpeaketb. 

I  Aall  only  add,  that  while  Dr  P.  denies  the  deity^  eC 
Chriftt  becanCB  it  is  not  mentioned  in  this  prophecy,  % 
Jewifli  friend,  to  whom  he  frequently  appeals,  diredly  re- 
veries the  matter,  although  from  a  fimikr  miiapprehenfion 
of  the  oomparifon.  He  denies  that  it  can  apply  to  Jiifiis  tft 
all,  becaufe  he  declared  himlelf  to  be  God  *• 

The  Dodor  fiirther  ob&rves ;  ^  By  Ifaiah,  who  writes 
*'  mc»re  diftjufUy  concerning  the  Mef&ah  than  any  of  the 
*'  preceding  prophets,  his  fiiflkrings  and  death  are  men- 
**  tioned,  chap.  liii.  Daniel  alfo  fpeaks  of  him  as  to  be  cnt 
**  0^  -chap.  is.  26.  But  furely  thefe  are  chara£ters  of  a 
**  nsffii,  and  not  thole  of  a  GWf."  Undoubtedly,  fuffer- 
ings  and  death  are  prediAed  of  him  as  man  i  becauie  it^ 
was  only  the  human  nature  that  could  fufier.  But  it  will 
not  thence  follow  that  he  is  not  God,  unleis  it  can  be  fhewn 
that  thelie  are  the  greateft  lines  in  his  charader.  But  both 
liaiah  and  Darnel,  in  thefe  very  paflages,  ikew  that  it  was 

113  not 
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nf^far  htmfelfHti^X,  he  fuffered  and  was  cvt  off,  and  that  his 
ibfierings  had  fuch  efficacj  as  cannot  be  afcribed  totbo&of 
tk  mere  man.  For  witb  bisjiripes  we  are  bealedf  Ifa.  liu.  5. 
and  in  confeqaence  of  this,  wbojhatt  iiclare  his  gemiraimf 
▼er.  8.  Becanfe  of  his  bearing  their  iniquities,  he  jt 
many^  ver.  11.  He,  who  is  thus  the  Redeemer 
is  the  bofy  One  oflfrael^  the  God  of  the  wboU  earthy  whofe 
name  is  Jehovah  ofbojls^  chap.  liv.  5.  The  Angel,  in  the 
revelation  made  to  Daniel,  fpeaks  of  the  McflBah  cmt  Amrnsd" 
ed,  as  ibe  mo/l  Holy  previous  to  his  unfiion.  For  he  was 
to  be  anoifiiedt  or  conitituted  Mefflab  in  our  nature,  hy  the 
gifts  of  the  Spirit,  as  being  already,  in  his  divine  nature, 
tbe  mojl  Hofyf  Dan.  iz.  24.  In  being  cmi  offl  he  was  to 
Jlni/b  tranfgreffion^  mate  an  end  of  fins ^  make  retonaSaiion 
for  iniquity  f  and  bring  in  everlajling  rigbseomfnefi.  But 
perhaps,  the  real  reafon  wh j  our  author  fo  obftinatelj  de- 
nies the  divine  nature  of  Chrift,  is  that  he  does  not  pcrceivt 
the  neceflity  of  that  divine  work  afcribed  to  him. 

As  the  DoAor  proceeds  to  lUuftrafe  the  coofonancy  of  tiie 
Jewifli  ideas  to  the  prophecies  concerning  Chrift,  we  might 
have  looked  for  a  proof,  that  although  they  ezpeded  a  mere 
man,  they  were  fully  fatisfied  that  he  fliould  be  ^fuffmag 
MeiSah.  But  feeble  as  our  author's  fyftem  is,  it  is  at  war 
with  itfelf.  For  he  immediately  adds;  '*  Accordingly,  it 
^'  appears  in  the  hiftory  of  our  Saviour,  that  the  Jews  of 
*'  his  time  expe6^ed  that  theil*  Meiliah  would  be  %  prince 
**  and  a  conqueror^  like  David,  from  whom  he  was  to  be 
*'  defcended."  What  means  this  according^  /  If  it  mean 
any  thing,  it  mud  denote  that  the  expeftations  of  the  Jews 
were  according  to  the  prediftions  of  Iliaiab  and  DanieL 
And  how  is  this  proved  ?  Both  thefe  prophets,  in  the  pat 
fages  referred  to,  defcribed  ^Suffering  Mefliah,  a  prince  in* 
deed,  but  ''who  fliould  be  cut  off.  Therefore,  tbe  faith  of 
(he  Jews  was  perfedly  confonai^t  to  the  revelation^  and  is 
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a  proper  pattern  for  us :  becaafe  they  ezpeded  a  prince 
and  a  conqueror^  that  is,  a  prince,  who  inftead  of  being 
himfelf  cut  offt  fliould  onlj  cut  off  others.  The  force  of 
this  carious  reafoning  plainly  is,  that,  like  the  Jews,  we 
(hoald  not  only  deny  the  divinf^  but  the /ufferiu^  charac- 
ter of  the  Mefliah. 

It  is  next  objefted,  that  ''  Chrift  himfielf  always  prayed 
''  to  this  one  God  as  his  God  and  Father*       The  whok 
firength  of  this  obje£Bon  lies  in  a  denial  of  the  poflibility 
of  a  divine  perfen  afiing  the  part  of  a  Mediator.    For  if 
the  Son,  in  confeqnence  of  a  voluntary  fubftitution  iii  oar 
fiead,  aflumed  human  nature,  he,  in  that  nature,  as  a  public 
perfoo,  owed  all  thcfe  duties  to  which  we  are  bound  by  the 
law,  as  &r  as  they  could  be  performed  by  one  free  from 
perfonal  fin ,  and  among  the  reft,  that  of  prayer*    The 
work  of  obedience  is  afcribed  to  the  whole  perfon  ol  the 
Mediator,  becaufe  of  the  bypoftatidal  union :  but  firiAly  it 
belonged  to  the  human  natui^e  only.    As  in  this  nature 
alone  be  could  fufier ;  this  only,  in  proper  language,  could 
be  the  fubjeft  of  faith,  hope,  and  the  other  graces  that  be- 
came htm  in  fulfilling  all  righteoufnefe.    Prayer  is  afcribed 
to  the  one  Mediator.     But  it  was  not  properly  the  a£t  of 
the  divine  nature,  but  of  the  human,  fubfifting  in  his  one 
perfon.    Therefore,  he  did  not  pray  to  the  om  God^  as  ex- 
cluding his  own  divine  nature ;  but  either  to  the  Father, 
oKonomically  confidered  as  fuflainiog  the  honour  of  deity 
in  the  work  of  redemption ;  or  to  God  eflfentially  confi- 
dered, as  including  each  divine  per(«n.     Thus  the  Mefiiah 
18  addrefl*ed  as  God,  with  refpefi  to  his  e0ential  dignity,  at 
the  very  time  that  God  is  (aid  to  be  his  God  as  Mediator, 
Pfal.  zlv.  6.— 8.  7by  tbroue^  0  God^  is  for  nur  and  ^vfr.—- 
God^  even  thy  God^  baih  anointed  thee  with  the  oil  if  glad- 
Mefi.    What  is  fubjoined,  with  refped  to  Chrift's  doftrine 
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and  power,  we  have  fully  oonfidered  in  another  p«rt  of 
this  work. 

The  Dodor  aflerts  that  **  the  Apoftles,  to  the  lateft  pe- 
**  riod  of  their  writing,— -repre&nt  the  Father  as  the  aoe 
'*  true  Gody  and  Chrifl  as  a  man  the  ferront  of  God  whs 
**  raifed  him  from  the  dead,  and  gave  him  all  the  powdr 
**  of  which  he  is  pofleffed,  as  the  reward  of  his  obedience  *." 
In  proof  of  this  bold  s^ertion,  he  refers  to  AAi  iL  22. 
which  we  have  elfewhere  coniidered.       He  alfo  i^kmOi 
I  Tim.  ii.  5.  and  Heb.  ii.  9.    in  fopport  of  his  do6hiae. 
But  when  it  is  £ud,  There  is  one  God,  and  one  MedUdor  Af- 
tween  God  and  men,  the  man  Chrift  Jefas^  it  is  not  ment 
to  confine  the  deitj  to  the  Fkther,  or  to  aflert  that  the  Mb- 
diator  is  mere  man.    For  the  evident  defign  of  the  p^iage 
is  to  exhibit  God,  not  in  hb  effientialy  but  in  his  occoaoni- 
cal  charader,  as  onr  Saviour^  ver.  3.  and  to  fliew  that  it  it 
his  will  that  fome  of  all  orders  of  men,  (ver.  a.)  ihoiild  be 
faved  and  come  to  the  knowledge  of  the  truth,  ver.  4.    Therfr* 
fore,  he  points  out  the  only  way  of  being yZiv^  and  that 
truth  which  it  is  indifpenfablj  neceiTary  to  know.     Thb  u 
the  way  of  mediation,  which  he  (hews  is  neceflarily  ooe, 
by  reafon  of  the  unity  of  the  divine  nature.     For  we  can- 
not fuppoCe  that  there  are  more  ways  of  mediation  than 
one,  without  fuppofing,  as  the  heathen  did,  a  multiplicity 
of  gods,  who  mull  be  appeafed  one  in  one  way,  and  ans* 
ther  in  another.     As  the  mod  convincing  proof  of  it  being 
the  willoi  God  to^ave  men,  it  is  declared  that  a  Mediator 
is  provided  in  their  own  nature.    In  this  refped  it  hath  iie« 
ver  been  denied  that  he  is  inferior.     Bnt  muft  it  thence  be 
inferred  that  he  is  nothing  more  than  man  ?      The  woHl 
afcribed  to  him,  in  the  words  immediately  following,  prova 
the  contrary.     For  he  gave  himfeifa  ranfomfor  ail.    But 
had  he  been  a  mere  creature,  he  could  have  had  no  pomr  to 
give  him/el/'  for  others,  and  his  gift  would  have  been  of  no 

avail 

^  Ibid.  p.  zo. 
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XL    For  tke  atmoA  that  a  creature  can  do,  he  owes  to 
law  for  himfelCi 

Becaiife  it  is  £ad»  x  Cor.  viii.  -6.  To  us  ibtre  is  Aitf— o«f 
li  Jejus  Cbrifti^  it  might  with  equal,  propriety  k^  argued 
t  the  Father  is  excluded  from  all  dommiomt  ^  that  the 
i  »  here  excluded  from  deity f  becaofe  it  is  laid,  Tiire 
on9  God.  It  is  as  eafy  to  cooceive  that  the  Son  (hould 
Crod  in  one  refpe£l»  and  the  MediatiHr  between  God  and 
n  in  another,  as  that  God  fliould  reameUi  us  ip 
tfelf,  a  Cor.  V.  x8.  which  language  undoubbcdly  fignifics 
It  he  emido|u  means  for  this  end ;  that  although  the  o£- 
ded  party,  he  ads  the  part  of  a  concBiator. 
As  CO  Heb.  ii.  9.  Chrift  was  indeed  tnade  a  littb  tamer 
m  tbi  as^is.  But  it  is  vain  for  onr  author  to  believe 
8»  while  he  rejeds  the  defoription  given  of  him  in  the 
seeding  chapter,  as  infinitely  higher  than  the  angels,  by 
toe  of  his  eternal  Sonibip*  However,  although  he 
luld  pay  as^  little  regard  to  the  firft  chapter  of  dus  epiiUe 
he  does  |p  the  firft  chapter  of  Luke,  the  very  pafiage 
oced  might  convince  him,  that  the  perfon  ipoken  of  pre* 
mfly  exified  in  a  higher  chara&er.  For  it  is  declared 
It  he  was  made  a  lUtU  lower  ^ — ^roR  tbe/ujfirmg  of  death. 
Mv,  Dr  P.  muft  grant  either  that  God's  great  end  in  ma- 
\g  oun,  is  to  fubjed  him  to  iuffering  and  death ;  or  that 
us,  as  effentially  poflefling  a  higher  nature,  was,  by  an 
traordinary  aft,  clothed  with  the  human,  for  a  (pecial 
\  in  the  accomplilhment  of  which  he  had  no  equal, 
id  what  was  thb  ?  It  is  declared  in  the  very  verfe  re- 
red  to,— -^ol  bt  hy  the  grace  ofCodJboM  tajle  death  far 
*ry  fnatt* 

The  Dodor  inquires,  "  Why  was  not  t^  do&rine  of 
t  irimty  taught  as  explicitly,  and  in  as  definite  a  man- 
ler  in  the  New  Teftament  at  leaft,  as  the  dodrine  of 
the  dhme  umty>  is  taught  in  both  the  Old  and  New  Tef- 

''  tamentS| 
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*<  taments,  if  it  be  a  troth  *?"  The  gremt  defignoCGod,ia 
both  TcfiamentSf  is  to  declare  his  nature  and  perfrffiooi^ 
not  abftraftljy  bat  as  manifeftrd  in  his  operations,  and  c%e* 
ciallj  in  the  vrork  of  oor  redemptioo*  If,  therein^ 
names,  attribntes,  works  and  worlhip,  proper  to  God  oaly, 
are  afcribed  to  diftinA  p«rfans,  althou^  one  or  monsf 
thefe  be  generally  defcribed  as  fent,  it  is  fiiSciently  dor 
that  tbej  muft  be  divine.  If  notwithfianding  thefe  eioh 
tial.charaders,  we  deny  their  deity  becaofe  of  their  oeoa* 
nomical  relations,  onr  guilt  is  greatly  aggniTatcd.  For 
vit  refufe  to  know  God  in  the  moft  amiable,  benerokat 
and  ufeful  charaAer  in  which  he  could  difioorer  himSBK 
The  pcrfonal  Wifdom  of  God,  to  degrade  whom  it  is  ov 
author's  great  work,  gives  a  fliort  but  ftriking  reply  to  fiidi 
queftions :  Ail  the  words  f^my  numih  af^-^plaim  lo  lim  tbn 
underjiandetb.  And  again,  A  fcwiur  fieimh  wifiitm,  mi 
Jlndetb  it  not :  but  knowledge  is  eafy  to  bim  ibai  mmdtfjlmi- 
etbf  Prov.  viii.  8,  9. ;  xiv.  6. 

Dr  P.  adds,  **  Why  is  the  dodrine  of  the  unity  alwajs 
*'  delivered  in  fo  unguarded  a  manner,   and  without  any 
^*  exception  in  favour  of  a  Trinity,  to  prevent  any  miflake 
*'  with  refpeS  to  it,  as  is  always  now  done  in  our  orthodox 
^*  catechifms,  creeds,  and  difcourfes  on  the  fubje&  ?"    God 
hath  not  thought  fit  to  lay  down  a  conneded  fyfiem  of 
truth.     He  requires  it  as  an  aft  of  homage  which  we  owe 
to  him,  that  we  fearch  the  fcriptures,  and  compare  fpirimal 
things  with  fpiritual,  that  we  may  diicem  bis  will.    This 
holds  with  refpeA  to  all  the  dodrines  of  revelation.    Bat, 
indeed,  in  fome  texts  the  doftrine  of  a  Trinity  in  omcy 
is  as  clearly  declared  as  ever  it  was  in  any  human  creed. 
But  what  does  this  avail  ?    Either  the  plain  meaniog  of 
words  is  denied ;     or    by    the  help  of  a  manuicript  or 
two,  we  ate  entirely  deprived  of  the  text.     The  iofiittt- 
tion  of  Baptifm,  which  is  a  iblemn  aft  of  worihip,  coo- 
tains 

^  I  bid.  p.  ift. 
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•  tBiiH  as  umgwardid  a  declaration  of  the  Trrimty^  to  nCe  the 
DoAor's  own  language,  jas  anj  one  cefpefiing  the  nmiiy. 
Am  thefe  orthodox  creeds,  ifc.  contain  the  faith  of  bj  &r 
the  greateft  part  of  Chrifiians,  thej  clearly  ihew  that,  ac- 
cording to  the  common  Jkntt  of  the  Chrifiian  world,  the 
do6lrine  of  a  Trinity  of  perlbns  is  as  plainly  declared  as 
that  of  unity  of  eflence. 

Our  author,  in  difierenc  parts  of  his  work,  appeals  to 
Dent.  yL  4.  undoubtedly  confidering  it  as  one  of  "the  moft 
^Mrd!?^  expreflions  of  the  unity.  But  will  he  be  pleaCed  to 
ittfarm  us,  why  in  this  paflage  two  divine  names  are  intro- 
duced, and  one  of  thele  twice ;  why  Jebovab  is  fiud  to  be 
Mf  ydfowih  i  when  the  Doftor  muft  be  conlcious  that  the 
unity,  according  to  his  view  of  it,  would  have  been  better 
guarded,  had  ^tbunah  been  (aid  to  be  ont  perftm^  or  fimply 
eiif ;  and  why  one  of  the  names  is  given  an  the  plural^ 
when  this  ciicumftance  evidently  tends,  in  the  moft  direft 
manner,  to  convey  the  idea  of  plmrolky  /  If^  as  is  allow- 
ed on  all  hands,  one  great  defign  of  the  Jewifli  difpenfation 
was  to  pre&rve  the  doftrine  of  the  divine  unity,  amidft  the 
corruption  of  furrounding  heathens ;  if,  as  is  equally  cer« 
tatn,  the  Jews  themfelves  were  greatly  addifted  to  idolatry, 
and  eager  to  embrace  theilighteft  pretence  for  polytheiCoi ; 
can  any  fiitisEidory  reafon  be  imagined  for  the  frequent 
nfie  of  this  plural  ezpreiCon,  and  efpecially  in  the  procla- 
mation of  the  unity,  without  fuppofing  a  neceffity  for  it 
from  the  nature  oi  God,  as  implying  a  plurality  in  unity  \ 
Have  we  not  every  reafon  to  believe  that,  otherwife,  it 
would  have  been  carefully  avoided  on  every  occafion,  and' 
efpecially  on  this  ;  left  it  might  prove  a  fnare,  or  be  pleads 
ed  as  a  pretence,  if  not  for  the  worlhip  of  mmrt  jAoiwAsf 
at  Icaft  for  the  worihip  of  more  tfrfotu  than  otfe,  that  is, 
according  to  the  Socbian  hypothefis,  of  mart  Gods  f 
The  Dofior  leems  determined,  like  hia  worthy  friends 

the 
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the  Jews,  to  charge  Jefus  with  the  chander  of  m  inrmnv^ 
confiderin^  the  manner  in  which  he  ezprcffed  h\m<iel( 
if  he  entertained  the  idea  of  equality  with  the  Father. 
His  words,  indeed,  fill  the  mind  with  horror.  **  It  wodl 
^  be  a  (hocking  abufe  of  hinguage/'  he  iajs,  "  and  wodl 
^  warrant  any  kind  of  deeepiiom  and  impofitiom^  if  Chdl 
^  could  be  fuppofed  to  faj,  that  his  Futhtr  uMSgrmUt 
^  than  Be  *,  and  jet  fecrrtly  mean  his  bmmam  tuttmn  oalj. 
^  while  his  divine  nature  was  at  the  fame  timci  fuUj  cqnl 
^  to  that  of  the  Father  f.**  Our  author  does  not  ieem  wdl 
acquainted  with  the  very  principles  that  he  oppofcs.  For 
it  is  not  faid  that  Chrift  means  his  bmmim  maure  omfy^  hot 
his  mediatory  charafter  in  general.  He  could  not  be  Ud, 
ficrttly  to  mean  thb,  unleis  he  had  never  made  himfelf 
known  to  hb  dtfciples  in  any  higher  charafter.  BeHenag 
hb  equality  with  the  Father  as  Grod,  we  conld  not  chai|t 
him  with  tifecrei  meaning,  not  to  mention  the  blafpheasooi 
idea  of  deception^  although  he  had  not  here  produmed  bk 
fuperior  nature  ;  as  he  had  done  it  on  many  former  occs> 
fions.  But  indeed  he  had  particularly  declared  thb  eqoi- 
lity  in  the  preceding  difcourfe.  He  had  reproved  PbiKp 
and  the  other  difciples,  becaufe  they  had  not  fufficiently 
clear  ideas  of  it ;  and  taught  them,  not  only  that  tbeFaiher 
was  in  him^  but  be  in  the  Father^  and  that  in  feeing  him, 
they  had  feen  the  Father^  ver.  9. — 14,  ,He  had  referred 
them  to  the  great  event  of  the  efYufion  of  the  Spirit,  for  a 
more  diftind  knowledge  and  ftedfaft  faith  of  this  importint 
truth,  ver.  ao.  y^t  that  day  ye  JhaH  imnv  that  I  am  in  »/ 
Father,  But  as* the  occaiion  of  thefe  declarations,  wss  his 
tcllinj;  them  that  he  was  to  go  from  them  ;  as  this  exprcf- 
iion  Humbled  their  minds,  becaofe  it  feemed  inconSftent 
with  what  he  had  already  faid,  and  to  imply  inferioricv, 
he  at  length  proceeds  to  fliow  that  hb  going  to  the  Father 

a  was 

*  John  ziv.  18.  f  Ibid.  p.  1 5* 
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really  in  an  inferior  charader,  as  his  mediator  j  fervant, 

iieir  foremoner.     Is  there  an j  fecrec  meammg  here  ? 

choie  who  beliere,  but  thofe  who  deny  the  deity  of 

fti  afbribe  a  fecret  meaning  to  him.    For  when  he  fiiya 

the  Som  of  mam  haib  pwoir  to  forgive  Jlms^  oar  author 

Ltains  he  could  only  mean  that  he  had  power  to  duiam 

Lvenefi*       When    he  fays,  Whert  two  or  tbree   are 

fred  together  im  my  Namep  there  am  I  in  the  midfi  of 

y  Dr  P*  aflerts,  that  he  could  only  mean  to  reprefent 

lower  ci  the  di&iples  with  God.    When  Jefus  teiUfies 

he  was  before  Abrahami  we  axe  aflured  that  **  hb 

waning  clearly  is,  that  Abraham  fore/aw,  and  of  confe- 

snoe,  was  before  him  *•*'  When  he  fays,  Ia$ul  the  Father 

isTy  we  are  tanght  that  his  meaning  was,  that  they  were 

a  intention  only ;  not  in  power,  in  purpoCe,  in  eflence, 

any  of  the(e  refpeds  which  the  term  mod  naturally  im- 

,  efpecially  according  to  its  connexion,  and  in  which  it 

mderftood  by  thofe  who  heard  him. 

le  I>ofior'8  reafoning  from  the  condoS  of  the  apofUes, 

rrated  in  the  Ads,  has  been  formerly  examined.     He 

>ita  the  fame  argument  in  another  form.     **  Leafl  of  all 

old  Chrift  have  been  confidered  as  a  man  in  reajbaing^ 

[  argrnmentation^  thou^  his  external  appearance  fliould 

'e  fo  far  put  men  oflf  their  guard,  as  to  have  led  them 

jive  him  that  appellation.     Had  Che  ApoiUe  Paul  con- 

:red  Chrift  as  being  any  thing  more  than  a  man,  with 

^cBt  to  his  nature,  he  could  never  have  urged  with  the 

I  propriety  or  eflefi,  that,  as  by  man  came  death,  Jo  by' 

9  came  alfo  the  refurreBton  of  the  deadf.     For  it 

rht  have  been  unanfwerably  replied,  This  is  not  the 

i ;  for  indeed,  by  man  comes  death,  but  not  by  man, 

by  God  or  the  Creator  of  man^  under  God,  comes 

reforredion  of  the  dead  }.*'     No  one  who  underfiood 

lefign  of  the  Apo&le's  reafoning  Blthgu^  fully  per- 

ftiaded 
Fainil.  Uluftr.  p.  42.  aS.  49.         |  Cur.  xy.  21.        t  Vol.  u  p.  19. 


5IO  OhjtBmmfr^m  tbi  Pernor  fiook  Iff^ 

fiiaded  of  the  divinity  of  our  Saviour,  would  have 
filch  an  anfwer.    For  in  tfaelie  words,  the  Apcftle  doei 
mean  to  declare  by  what  power  the  refinreffion  ii 
pliibed,  but  in  what  tMumer  this  Ueffing  is  conveTed  to 
and  the  certainly  of  this  oonvejranoe*    For  the  whokpi^l 
ceding  argument,  i  Cor.  xv.  4.— 20.  is  defigned  to  ftevj 
that  the  refiirredion  of  Chrift  is  the  great  proof  of  tla^ 
dodrine.    Therefore,  the  diffinent  appearances  he  mid^ 
after  his  reliurrefiion,  are  particularly  enumerated.  In  ute 
fimle  it  is  faid.  By  mam  came  tie  refwrreRimt^  is  undenisyi 
from  the  verfe  immediately  preceding ;  But  itoto  is  Chr^ 
rifenfnna  the  dead^  and  become  tie  firH  frmtt  of  tiem  thtt 
Jlept  i  and  aUb  from  the  verfe  immediately  following :  jBiT 
every  mam  im  its  owm  order f  Ciri/l  tie  Jbr^  frmts^  &c.    It 
would  have  been  no  umamfweraUe  argument  to  the  Apoffle'ii 
aflertion,  fuppofing  him  to  have  believed  the  divinity  q£ 
Chrift,  to  have  £ud,  that  the  refiirrefiioo  came  not  iy  wmm^ 
but  by  God;  unlefs  the  Apoftle  had  denied  the  realiqr  of 
Chrift's  human  nature.    For  the  truth  of  his  divinity  can 
be  no  argument  againft  the  truth  of  his  humanity. 

When,  in  the  fame  chapter,  the  Apoftle  proceeds  to  de* 
clare  the  power  by  which  the  refurredion  b  accompliflied, 
although  he  afcribes  it  to  Chrift,  he  fpeaks  of  him  in  dif- 
ferent terms.  He  calls  him  a  quickening  fpirity  ver.  45.  be- 
caufe  he  raifes  the  dead ;  and  tie  Lord  Jrom  ieaven, 
ver.  47. 

The  Dodor  thus  proceeds  in  his  reafoning :  "  It  muft 
'"^  ftrike  every  one  who  gives  the  leaft  attention  to  the 
**  phrafeology  of  the  New  Teftament,  that  the  terms  Cbri/i 
**  and  Gody  are  perpetually  u(ed  in  contradiftinftion  to  each 
**  other,  as  much  as  God  and  man ;  and  if  we  attend  ever 
*'  fo  little  to  the  theory  of  language,  and  the  natural  ule  d 
•<  words,  we  fliall  be  latisfied  that  this  would  not  have  been 
^  the  ca&j  if  the  former  could  have  been  predicated  of  the 

"latter, 
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'  latter,  that  is,  if  Cbrift  had  been  God."  Cbrifi  and  God 
lie  ufied  aa  diftinA  terms ;  but  not  in  contradiftindion,  as 
lenoting  diverfitj  of  nature,  &r  k&  as  coDtradifiinguiihed 
n  the  degree  afferted.  For  if  this  were  the  cafe,  not  one 
f  thefe  terms  would  ever  be  apfdied  to  both  perloDs ;  nor 
vould  the  work  denoted  by  either,  as  effential  to  that  per- 
DO  to  whom  the  term  belongs,  be  aCcribed  to  the  other.  It 
i  not  iaid  that  the  Father  is  ever  called  Cbrtjl.  But  it  is 
vident  that  Chrift  is  often  called  God.  Tie  W^ord  was 
'iodf^Tbf  ihrontf  0  Godj  is/or  toir  and  ever.  That  Jefbs 
s  meant  in  both  plaoes,  hath  been  already  proved.  The 
^erj  term  Cbrift ^  although  a  name  of  office,  implies  that 
he  peribn  to  whom  it  belaogs  is  effentially  divine.  For  he 
s  amouUed  with  the  Spirit  wiibomi  meafur^*  And  can  this 
le  aflerted  of  a  creature  ?  He  is  anointed  as  tht  moft  Hofy^ 
)an.  ix.  24.  And  can  this  defignation  belong  to  a  man 
laturally  as  much  ezpoCed  to  fin  as  we  are  ?  He  is  ancnnt- 
^  as  the  begotten  Son  of  God,  FlaL  iL  Therefore,  to  £17 
hat  ''  the  terms  Cbrift  and  God  are  as  much  contradiftin- 
'  guiflied  mi  God  and  man^*  is  to  imagine  a  vain  tbing^  im 
iloitimg  agaimft  tbe  Lord  and  bis  Anoimtid.  Only  fubftitute 
he  word  man  for  Cbrift  in  many  places  of  the  New  Te- 
tament,  and  obierve  what  a  pUafatU  efSsd  it  will  have,  as 
o  the  fidth  and  confolation  of  Chriftians !  Baptijing  tbem 
n  tbe  name  of  tbe  Fatber^  that  is,  of  God,  and  of  A  mak, 
ittdcf  ibe  Hofy  Gbojl. — ne  grace  of  M/kK,  and  tbe  knte  of 
jody  be  witbyom*  Paul^  an  ApoflU^  not  of  men^  neiiber  by 
wan,  ha  by  A  merx  mak,  and  God  tbe  Faiber^  lie* 

He  further  obferves :  >^  We  (ay  tbe  prince  and  tbe  iing^ 
'  becaufe  the  prince  b  not  the  king."  This  is  true  in  hu- 
man concerns.  But  it  does  not  apply  here.  For  royalty  is 
IS  eflential  to  the  Son  as  to  the  Father.  He  is  tbe  fellow  ff 
[ehovah  ofbo/ls.  If  he  had  not  been  reaUy  in  the  ftate  of 
3od,  how  could  he  have  emptied  bimjelff  Can  a  perfon 

empty 
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empty  himfelf  of  that  which  he  never  poflefled  \  nay,  from 
which  he  hath  dill  been  infinitely  removed  ?  This  analogical 
argument  goes  beyond  the  mark.  If  it  prove  any  thing,  k 
proves  that  Ghrift  is  not  a  king.  Does  our  anthor  reaDy 
mean  to  aflert  this  ?  It  would  only  be  a  completion  of  his 
work.  I  do  not  wonder  that  thofe  who  fiiy,  Horv  cam  thu 
manfave  us  /  ihould  be  unwilling  to  fnbmit  to  h\s  govern- 
ment. This  kind  of  language  reminds  one  of  the  nngracioos 
reply  of  the  churlifh  Nabal,  concerning  the  type ;  Wlo  is 
David?  and  who  is  the  fmofjtjje  f  there  he  nsiuif  fervaaU 
noM3  Ordays  that  break  away  every  man  Jrom  bis  wutfier^ 
I  Sam.  XXV.  lo. 

Paul  indeed  ^  fays  that  the  church  at  Corinth  was  Chrijts^ 
^  and  that  Chrift  is  Go^t*^  But  it  vnU  not  SdUow,  that 
^  he  could  have  no  idea  of  Chrift  being  God,  in  any  proper 
^  fenfe  of  the  word."  For  in  this  aflertion  the  Dodbr  fiill 
fuppofes  what  he  has  not  proved,  that  it  is  impoffibk  fiv 
him  who  humbleth  himfelf  to  behold  the  things  thai  are  dm 
in  heaven^  and  on  earthy  to  humble  himfelf  fo  &r  as  to  taks 
upon  him  the  form  ofafervant.  The  Apoftle  had  ccrtainlj 
no  idea  that  the  church  was  a  man's. 


CHAP.     II. 

jln  examination  of  the  Argument  agoing  the  Dimaity  ^ 
Chrifi,  from  the  pretended  Difficulty  0/ tracing  the  lime 
when  it  toasfirfl  divulged. 

'T^HE   Doaor's    nicely Kx>nflnided  chain   of  iea&mng 

^     from  the  luppofabie  furprife^  and  dosehif  and  hejba- 

tion^  3Xkd  fpeculation^  and  debate,  wliich  muft  have  bcoi  oc- 

calioned  by  the  firft  preaching  of  the  divinity  of  the  Son*! 

•  Xbid.  p.  13,  14. 
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fSalb  entirety  to  pieces,  in  coa&qtieQce  of  what  has  beell 
formerly  proved,  that  the  ancient  Jews  believed  a  phirality 
of  perfons  in  the  divine  efTencei  and  that  the  firft  preachers 
of  the  Goi^  reaHy  exhibited  Jefhs  as  a 'divine  peflbn. 

Re  further  aflertSi  that ''  it  cannot  be  (aid  that  John  Bap- 
'*  dft  preached  any  fuch  dodrine  */*  But  that  this  was  the 
great  article  of  his  teftimony  concerning  Jefiis,  we  have 
alfo  fhewn. 

On  the  fame  fubjed  of  onr  Saviour's  deity  he  propoGss 
this  qoeftioo ;  ''  If  it  had  ever  been  known  to  Peter,  can  w^ 
**  fiippofe  that  he  cooM  have  denied  him  as  he  did  f  Y*  Rfight 
not  any  infidel  plead  at  ftrongly,  from  this  circamttance, 
againft  Chrift  being  the  MeiBah  ?  Might  it  not  be  fidd. 
Had  IhtXxt  believed  he  was  the  Savionr  of  the  world,  and 
as  himfelf  afterwards  declares,  diat  there  was  mtjbkfoiim 
im  am/  €iiitf  **  can  we  fbppoft  that  he  would  have  denied 
^  him  as  he  did?**  It  is  not  eafy  to  iay,  how  far  a  perfon 
lluy  go  under  the  power  of  temptation.  Our  audior  him* 
iUf,  as  he  infbrms  us,  wu  once  ^  a  Trinitarian,  and  prajred 
<*  con&ientioufly  to  the  three  perfims  without  diftioAion,-*^ 
^  in  the  ferlous  fimpUcity  of  his  heart,'-^imprefled  with  u 
^  fuU  perfiiaflon  that  all  the  three  perfons  were  fully  equal 
«« in  all  divine  attributes  t***  Doubdeis,  he  then  thought 
that  Us  perfuafion  was  founded  on  as  good  a  ground  as  any 
^lat  Peter  eodd  have,  the  word  of  God  who  emnet  Hi: 
mid  had  any  one  told  him  that  he  would  afterwards  dtwf 
die  (Second  Perfon,  and  do  his  mmoft  to  prove  that  he  was 
a  oiere  man,  he  might  have  been  apt  to  reply,  with  die 
fame  Peter,  l&rd,  tbmigb  M  mmjhmli  U  offmdei  iecMf/i 
^iieify^rvdH  I  mver  tv  oJhuUd;  or,  in  the  words  of  Ha« 
lad  to  the  prophet,  L  thyfin^ani  a  Agr*  that  iiJb^uU  Jh^ 
Ms  gnat  tbit^f  %  Kin.  viii.  tj.    Wo  would  rejoice  to 

Vol.  1.  K  k  h««' 
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hear  that,  like  Peter,  our  author  had  alfo  wepi  Uittrfy  be- 
caufe  of  his  deniaL 

He  endeavours*  bj  a  ver j  curious  mastauvre^  to  avect 
the  force  of  the  confeflion  of  Thomas.  **  If  it  be  (uppobd,* 
he  fajSy  '*  that  Thomas  was  acquainted  with  tUs  mod  cx- 
**  traordinarj  part  of  his  Mafler's  chanifler,  which  led  him 
*'  to  cry,  My  Lord  and  my  God\  when  he  was  cob* 
"  vinced  of  his  refurredtion,  as  he  was  not  one  of  the  thn 
**  who  had  been  entrufted  with  any  JecrHs^  it  mnft  hare 
'<  been  known  to  all  the  twelvit  and  to  Judas  Ifcariot  amoig 
<*  the  reft.  And  fuppofe  him  to  have  known^  and  to  have 
**  believed,  that  Jefus  was  his  God  and  Maier^  was  it  pot 
**  fible  for  him,  or  for  any  man,  to  have  formed  a  delibe- 
'*  rate  purpofe  to  betray  him ;— or  if  he  had  only  hevd  of 
'*  the  pretenfion,  and  had  not  believed  it,  would  he  sot 
**  have  made  fome  advantage  of  that  impofition,  and  have 
<'  made  the  di&overy  of  this,  as  well  as  of  every  thing  dfe 
*'  that  he  knew  to  his  prejudice  ?  f "  Some  tUngi  are  b 
weak  as  fcarcely  to  deferve,  or  even  to  admit  of  an  anfwer. 
One  inference,  however,  natively  occurs  from  the  rea&o- 
ing  both  in  this,  and  in  the  preceding  quotation  ;»-that  die 
do&rine  of  Socinians,  according  to  their  own  confeflion, 
tends  greatly  to  relax  the  influence  of  £aith  in  Chrift,  and 
to  render  the  adherence  of  the  foul  to  him  extremely  feebk. 
It  muft  necefiarily  make  men  bad  martyrs ;  ftill  prefimtiog 
a  temptation  to  apoftacy.  For  our  author  does  not  feem 
to  think  it  near  fo  great  a  crime  to  deny  Cbrifi^  as  to  deny 
God.  The  moft  that  can  be  (aid  in  favour  of  fuflEering  for 
the  Saviour,  is,  that  it  is  daring  io  die  for  a  good  man* 

It  was  certainly  as  polllble  for  Judas  to  betray  his  God, 
as  his  Saviour.  He  could  have  done  neither,  had  he  really 
believed  the  truth,  either  of  Chrift's  divinity,  or  of  hb  me- 
diatory chara£Ur.    But  whatever  fiuth  he  had,  was  dffid. 

•  He 
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He  had  no  CodhxuMammwt.  He  (ought  nojalvationf  but 
what  came  bom  the  bag.  Befides,  Satan  had  iutertd  into 
bis  beari*  With  the  Dune  proprietj,  therefore,  might  it  be 
alkcd,  '*  Is  it  poffible  for  Satan  to  carry  on  a  conftant  war 
«<  againft  God,  to  whom  he,  as  a  creature,  owes  his  being  ?^ 
Bat,  perhaps,  the  Dofior  maj  decline  to  meet  me  on  this 
ground,  as  the  eziftence  of  the  devil  ieems  to  be  no  article 
io  his  creed.  It  is  queftionable,  if  he  believes  him  to  be  even 
an  occqfiomal  being.  '*  Whatever,*'  he  lays,  '*  is  alcribed 
'*  to  this  being  will  appear.  If  we  confider  the  circumftan- 
^  ces  of  the  fieveral  narrations,  to  be  derived  from  nothing 
'<  but  die  irregular  palEoos  of  men,  which  are,  of  them- 
**  fidves,  a  caufe  adequate  to  the  e&ft  *•"  Like  the  de(crip- 
tioa  of  Wifikm  in  the  book  of  Proverbs,  all  is  alUgwry  / 
But  does  not  the  learned  Gentleman  delerve  our  thanks 
tat  hisgcnerofity  ?  As  he  bereaves  us  of  that  gracious  An- 
gel whp  is  able  to  y&«#,  he  endeavours  to  rid  us  of  that 
evil  one  who  has  been  generally  viewed  as  the  inftrument 
Ukfmmjbing. 

As  little,  (orely,  can  be  inferred,  againft  the  deity  of 
Chrifl,  from  the  filence  of  Judas  on  this  article,  as  againft 
his  Meffiahihip ;  bccauie*we  have  no  evidence  that  he  cri- 
minated oar  Saviour  with  refpeA  to  this*  Such  filly  nega- 
UTO  evidence,  from  the  trealbn  or  filence  of  one  difciple, 
can  be  no  argument  againft  the  expreis  teftimony  of  ano- 
ihcr.  The  amount  of  thb  reafoning  is-,  **  Becaufe  we 
'*  know  the  treaibn  of  a  faUe  difciple,  we  muft  rejed  the 
*'  confeffion  of  a  true  one.  Becauie  Judas  (ays  nothing  with 
^  refpefi  to  the  divinity  of  Chrift,  we  are  not  to  believe 
^  Thomas  in  what  he  does  fay." 

I  ihall  only  add  that  the  perfed  harmony  between  the 
leafoning  of  Dr  P.  on  this  oocafion,  and  that  of  the  infidel 
Jew  in  CeUbs,  muft  ftrike  every  one  who  is  acquainted 

K  k  a  with 
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widi  the  work  of  Origen  in  reply  to  him*  Tbdr  m«in» 
^oaHj  pobted  aj^inft  divine  truth»  are  fo'mucfa  aBLC,ite 
one  would  think  they  had  been  dnwn  from  the  fkae  q» 
▼er.  ^  How  can  we  reckon  him  God,"  does  he  bjf  ^  wk» 
«  —was  bafely  taken,  being  betrajfed  by  tholk  whom  be 
^  called  hb  difinpks ? — ^Did  it  beonae  him  whomsic- 
"  tomted  the  Savionr,  and  the  Son  of  God  moft  Ugh,  ml 
**  his  meflenger,  to  be  bcfaayed  and  deHtreired  tiphj\» 
**fhmiliar  fiiends/*  l^c*.  There  is  tlfeis  difcifsoe^ 
however,  tiiat  the  heaibin  phttofoplier  had  peocintion 
enough  to  obfenre  that  the  argument  wis  of  cfsd  face 
agaittft  Jefus  being  the  M effiah»  aad  AeivfiBKy  sgsinft  Ae 
whbk  of  tUe  Chriftian  revriation. 

Hie  Dodor,  in  another  work,  eotaifei  a  Kttlft  cMer  mdK 
point.  Of  the  words  of  Thomas  b«  &js;  *^  This  k  m 
**  abmpt  ezdamatioa,  and  norenneded  fimteasciKal,'anl 
^  fieems  to  havte  proceeded  ftom  a^coimfiion^  fiiddealjpio^ 
<*  dnoed  in  the  ApofUe^s  jsund,  that  he  who  i«od  bdbt 
^  him  was,  indeed,  his  Lord  and  Mafter  raified  to  life  b^ 
**  the  power  of  Grod.  The  fefnrrei&ion  of  Chiift  and  the 
*^  power  of  God,  had  fe  near  a  cooneiiony  that  a  convic* 
<«  tion  of  the  one  couM  not  bot  be  attended  with  mi  ic- 
"  knowledgment  of  the  other  f."  Whon  he  calk  the 
feffion  of  Thomas  **  an  abrupt  OcciamatiQiKi'*  he  ii 
neariy  the  fieune  thing  with  thofe  who  havie  fiippofed  the 
buigoage  of  the  Apofik  to  be  equivalent  to  one  of  tbefie  nip 
meaning  and  irreverent  addrefles,  £»  oommooij  msde,  is 
our  time,  to  the  Majeftjr  of  heaven  \  fadk  a%  Gorf  hhfi  m  I 
Ga^dGodf  ifc.  His  words  evidently  ezprcft  admirrtr* 
and  furprife,  perhaps  immedittely  excified  bj  die  diftoveij 
Jefus  nude  oif  his  having  heard  hii  bmgoag^t*  dMdifeiple^ 
although  not  prelent  as  to  his  hunum  antmee;  iier,  as  Tho» 
mas  might  be  folly  sfibted,  infermrd  hf  tkemr  nooe  d 
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bem  having  feen  Jeibs  fince  Thomas  had  prodaimed 
is  ohftinacy  io  unbelief.  According  to  this  fiaqppofitiaii 
he  cooCeffion  of  Thomas  isvas ,  as  to  its  immediate  ocrafiwi, 
tmilar  to  that  of  Nathanael,  when  Jefua  declared  that  he 
fld  ieen  him  wider  the  fig-4ree,  John  L  48, 49. :  although 
oth  miift  be  nkimatelj  leferred  to  the  divine  power  cf 
efiis  influencing  the  heart.  For  mo  mam  can  Jay  tbai  J^/ki 
r  tb$  Lurd^  biUhyiU  Hofy  Gbofi. 

The  woids  of  Thomas  £ana  as  commeRed  afiniemct  as  the 
Qcafiott  reqnired.  It  is  connefted  in  its  parts.  For  the 
article  ami  coonefls  the  fiift  part  of  the  addrels  with  the 
rcoad  I  neceflarily  referring  both  to  one  perfbn.  It  is  coo- 
e&ed  with  what  our  Lord  had  laid.  For  the  Spirit  de- 
butes it  to  be  the  anfwer  of  Thomas  \  Then  Tbomas  am^ 
w§nd.  The  vAkxHz  is  addrefled  to  Je&is :  Thomas  anfvaeni 
ndfiud  mmto  Urn*  It  muft  be  admitted  that  the  whole  ien* 
»ce  was  addrefled  to  Chrift^  or  denied  that  any  of  it  was 
I.  For,  if  there  be  any  meaning  in  language,  theie  words» 
ud  utUo  Uaif  muft  denote  thatjefiu  ii  the  objeft  of  the  laft, 
I  well  asof  the  fixft  part  of  the  addrefi.  He  not  only  oe- 
vcrtdandJaidrntUabim^  MjLardi  but  he  aufweredand 
ud  m$it9  him^  My  Cod,  Little  romnrTJion  as  our  antfaor 
nds  in  theie  wosda,  be  takes  care  not  to  ftreagthen  it  by 
u  explanation.  To  £sy  that  Thomas  referred  to  the  power 
f  Ga/,  is  introducing  a  new  iubjefi  without  the  flighrrft 
round  from  the  paflisge  -,  nay,  in  dired  oppofition  to  the 
ti][  language  of  infpiratioii.  Here  we  beg  leave  to  renund 
le  andior  of  his  own  words:  ^  There  b  no  uie  in  language, 
Bor  any  guard  againft  doceptigD,  if  fiich  liberties  as  theie 
ne  to  be  allowed  *•** 

He  proceeds  to  reaiSoo  in  this  manner :  ^  If  the  dofidne 
of  the  divinity  of  Choft  had  been  afiually  preached  by 
the  Apofiles,  and  the  Jewiih  conyestf  19  gtneral  had 

Kkj  ""adopted 
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**  adopted  it,  it  could  pot  but  have  been  weU  known  to  the 
**  unbelieving  Jews.     And  would  tbej,  who  were  at  tint 
^  time,  and  have  been  ever  fince,  fo  exceedinglj  zedos 
^  with  refpeA  to  the  doArine  of  the  divine  tmitj,  not  hffe 
^  taken  the  alarm,  and  have  urged  thb  objedion  to  Chriili- 
^  anity,  as  teaching  the  belief  of  more  Gods  than  onei  ia 
''  the  Apoftollc  age  ?  And  yet  no  trace  of  any  thing  of 
^'  this  nature  can  be  perceived  in  the  whole  hiftory  of  the 
^  book  of  Afisy  or  any  where  elfe  in  the  New  Teftament*." 
But  all  this  reafoning  proceeds  on  a^  foppofitioii,  ^  fidSty 
of  which  we  have  aheady  proved,  that  the  Jews  had  bo 
notion  of  a  plurality  of  divine  perfbns.    We  have  feen  dnt^ 
during  Chrift*s  miniftrations,  they  often  acco&d  him  » a 
blafphemer,  for  making  himfelf  erjual  with  Cod^  by  calling 
God  bis  own  Father ;  and  that  at  length  they  cendemacj 
him  on  this  very  ground.     Such  a  confimfixon  of  oor  Sa- 
viour's language  could  never  have  occurred  to  them,  had 
they  not  had  fome  idea  of  God  having  a  proper  Stm^  eqaal 
with  himfelf.  They  could  not  therefore  accufe  the  Apcffles 
on  this  heady  without  criminating  the  national,  traditionary 
and  revealed  faith.     We  know  that  bitter  enemies  lay  hdd 
of  every  expreffion  that  can  by  any  means  be  conihnded 
to  the  prejudice  of  thofe  whom  they  oppofe.  But  **  it  conW 
"  not  but  have  been  well  known  to  the  unbelieving  Jews," 
that  the  Apoftlcs  afcribed  the  pouring  out  of  the  Sfirii  to 
Jcfus,  Afts  ii.  17.  23.  that  they  proclaimed  ^/poftoo  to 
thofe  who  called  on  his  name^  vtr,  11.  aflerted  that  it  was 
not  pojjihle  that  be  could  be  bolden  of  deatb^  ver.  24.  de- 
fcribed  him  as  Lord^  and  2A  fitting  at  tbe  right  hand  of  Je- 
HOVAH,  ver.  34.  as  the  objed  of  faith,  ver.  38.  as  the  hoij 
One,  tbejujl  One,  tbe  Author  oflife^  chap.  iii.  14,  15.  alcri- 
bed  infinite  power  to  his  Name,  ver.  16.  and  dedaied  I123 
power  to  hle/s  them,  in  turning  every  one  of  them  from  tbeir 

iniquities, 
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imijmiiiSf  ver.  26.  They  had  aflir^ed  to  the  very  rulers, 
that  there  was  not  fahatiom  in  any  otBerp  chap.  iv.  12.  and 
that  it  belonged  to  him  to  give  repentance  and  forgivenefs^, 
chap.  V.  31.  \ic^.  The  leaft  that  can  be  fuppofed,  is, 
that  their  enemies  were  convinced,  that  they  afcribed  to 
Jefos  thole  charaAers  which  their  church  and  nation  had 
always  afcribed  to  the  trae  God.  When,  therefore,  we 
do  not  find  the  leaft  reflefiion  on  thefe  do&rines  as  blaf- 
{diemy,  the  argument  is  mnch  ftronger  againft  the  Dofior 
than  for  him.  Forit  is  impoifible  to  conceive,  that  they 
ihould  not  have  exhibited  this  charge  againft  the  Apoftles, 
had  Aey  not  been  fecretly  convinced  that  they  afcribed  no 
more  to  Jefus  than  what  their  own  icriptures  aicribed  to  the 
Angel  of  the  covenant.  Therefore,  they  do  not  venture  to 
blame  the  minifters  of  Jefus  for  giving  too  much  honour  to 
the  Son  of  God,  whom  they  proclaimed  as  the  Mefliah  \ 
hat  for  teaching  that  a  man,  whom  they  had  crucified,  was 
he :  juft  as  they  had  accufed  and  condemned  Jefus,  not  for 
laying,  as  they  underftood  his  language,  that  the  Father 
had  %  proper  Son,  equal  with  himfelf ;  but  becaufe  he,  being 
a  muatf  and  as  they  apprehended,  nothing  more,  made  him- 
fidf  equal  with  God. 

It  may  be  thought  that  this  does  not  remove  the  difii- 
colty,  becaufe,  as  the  DoAor  obferves,  **  as  foon  as  ever 
^  the  Jews  had  any  pretence  for  it,  we  find  them  fuflicient- 
ly  quick  and  vehement  in  urging  this  their  great  objec* 
tion  to  Chriftianity."  This  was  not  originally  their 
great  objedion ;  for  as  we  have  feen,  they  had  fnfficient 
pretence  for  it  from  the  beginning  of  the  Baptift's  miniftry. 
They  may  now  make  this  pretence.  But  they  did  not  a( 
firft  rejefi  Jefus,  becaufe  too  much  was  afcribed  to  him  in 
a  fpiritnal  refpefl,  but  becanfii  too  little  was  afcribed  to 
him  in  a  camaL    The  Spirit  of  God  ezprefsly  informs  us 

Kk4  thai. 

*  See  aboTc,B3ok  II.  clap.  11. 
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that  the  JluffAHng-bloci  ti  tbt  Jftus  was  f £f  pr^.  Tbeir 
pnbelicf  was  foretold  as'  what  would  turo  do  tlui  toy 
hinge.  H^JbaUgrQw  ufi^^as  a  root  wi  of  a  irj  gnmL: 
it  baib  nof9rm  nor  amdin^t'i  and  wben  l«#>Kaff  Jifi  hm% 
ibtre  U  MO  beauty  tbai  Wf  JbouU  d^i  Um.  Hi  ii  dtjjf^ 
and  njtBed  of  mw^  Ila.  liii*  %%  3.  Tbt  want  gC  csteml 
form^  that  is,  of  wfMrldly  ^reatneist  is  eyidtiiUj  affifoedv 
the  reafon  of  reje^oo.  Wbiif  oar  \fifA  was  oa  cart]^ 
tbej  sever  objc'fted  to  the  application  qf  (Mi^  y^vfi^  to 
theMeffiah;  Tbe  lord  J^  unio  my  L»^  SkOmatrnji 
rigbt  bond*  ^ 

But  it  is  uQdeiiiablf  thaC|  fincc  the  rejefiioB  of  that  pcapii 
\Kf  God,  they  have  become  bx  darko*  in  idl  their  appre- 
henfions  with  refpe£t  to  lev^alcd  tr^th  \  and  fiBifi%|that 
the  Chriflians  argued  frofp  their  conceffiona  and  iaUtpiep 
tations  of  Scfiptures  have  either  reoopneed  or  Qbfava4 
Umt  of  their  more  anciept  do&rines*  We  oeod  iio(  voO' 
der  that  this  fhould  be  the  cafe  |n  regard  to  the  dpSriae  of 
a  plurality,  when  it  is  undeniable  that  many  paflages,  which 
their  more  ancient  interpreten  applied  to  the  Meffisb, 
have,  in  later  times,  from  their  hatred  of  Cbrifliaoitj,bcen 
almoft  univerfally  denied  to  have  any  fuch  meaning*  To 
refer  to  that  only  which  has  been  quoted  above  from  P^ 
ex.;  had  it  not  been  the  eftabliflied  opinion  of  the  Jewi, 
during  our  Saviour's  abode  on  earth,  that  tbeCe  vonb  re* 
fpeded  the  MefSab,  we  cannot  conceive  that  the  Fbariiees 
fliould  have  been  fo  pu7i%ledi  as  our  author  fays,  to  give  s 
proper  anfwer.  Yet  by  the  time  that  Jufiin  Martyr  wrou, 
they  had  fo  accommodated  their  religious  fyilem  to  their 
necefSties,  U>at  it  was  generally  denied  that  this  paffi^ 
had  any  fuch  reference.  For  be  alTerts  in  his  Dialogue 
with  a  Jew,  that  the  Rjabbies  '*  pteiiuiied  to  apply  it  to 
**  Hejekiab  •." 

An 

*  Dial  p.  409. 
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An  obfi^vsitioQ  brings  up  the  rear  of  this  ficAioOy  whicbi 
according  to  the  firft  principles  laid  down  by  the  DoAor 
himiel^  gives  an  unlucky  Itroke  to  the  whole  of  the  fore« 
gobg  hypotbefis :  **  It  is  really  fomething  extraordinary/' 
be  fays,  **  that  this  opinion^  that  Chrift  was  thp  medium  qf 
***  all  the  divine  commnuications  to  mankind  under  the 
Old  Tefiamcnt  DiTpenlationy  ihould  have  hctajo  rmdily 
reahult  and  have  Jfnod  fq  gfmmrolfy  as  it  did  amtn^ 
^'  Cbriftiaoa,  when  it  not  only  has  no  countenance  firwn. 
Scripture,  but  is  evpreisly  oontradifted  by  the  author  of 
the  epifik  to  the  Hebrews  *."    Were  the  laft  part  of 
this  aflertion  triiei  or  in  other  words,  were  there  any  truth 
\sk  what  Or  P.  has  taken  lb  much  trouble  to  prove,  thgt 
liicb  an  idea  was  never  enfcertained  before,  or  iq,  die  apo- 
ftolic  age;  the  circumftance  mentioned  would  be  rtallj  m* 
troordifiitry.     For,  as  the  Chriffian  church  received  all 
her  dofiriues  by  means  of  Jewifli  converts,  •  who  are  lap- 
pofied  to  have  been  fuch  firm  believers  in  the  divine  uMtty^ 
according  to  the  Socinian  Unit  \  ihe  muft  have  been  aa 
fsllj  efiabliihed  in  the  belief  of  the  mere  humanity  of 
|eiiis»  as  in  that  of  his  being  M^iiah.    Now,  let  our  au- 
thor apply  his  oivn    principles.    A^  all  the  firft  Chrir 
fiians  firmly  believed  that  their  Meffiah  was  a  mere  man, 
that  there  was  but  one  perfon  in  the  divine  eflence,  and 
that  any  other  doftrine  was  heatbeniib  polytheilm  and 
idolatry  i  "  the  dofirine  of  Chrift's  having  had  any  exiflL- 
'*  ence  or  fphere  of  adion.  before  he  came  into  the  world 
*^  (as  that  of  his  having  been  the  medium  of  all  dimu  com- 
«*  mumcaii9ms  to  the  patriarchs,  and  Specially  the  dofirine 
'<  of  bia  being  e^ual  to  God  the  Father  himfelf)  muft  have 
*'  been  wna  and  uhrmrdiMary  dodrines^-^-muft  have  bee^ 
**  firft  heard  with  great  Jurfnf§^  probably  received  with 
'*  fomo  Aiii^  aod  if^iMiMy  and  C00I4  nQt  b^ 

'<  J^tculatiim 
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<*  JpeculatioH  and  dibate :"  for  ^  thefe  are  alw^i  die  coii- 
*'  ficquences  of  the  promulgadon  of  new  and  extraocdiniij 
**  opinions,  the  minds  of  men  not  having  been  previoiilj 
**  prepared  to  receive  them  *.**  Yet  our  author  aduxnr- 
ledges  that  this  verj  opinion,  H  that  Chrift  was  iii  mtHarn 
''  of  all  dhifii  commumcatitms  to  mankind,  during  the  (M 
^  Teftament,  this  mw  and  extraordituuy  dodrine,  wh 
*'  readify  reaivedy  and  fyrtcd  generally  amot^  Ciri/NaMS.'' 
This  is  reaOy  fomeihutg  extraordinary  ^  and  mnft  ondoobt- 
cdlj  be  confidered  as  not  entirely  reconcileable  to  the 
DoOor's  twelfth  Maxim  of  Hiftorical  Critidfin;  that 
<<  great  changes  in  opinion  are  not  ufuallj  made  of  a  fnd- 
<*  den,  and  never  by  great  bodies  of  men  f  •'*  The  Dofior 
may  alfo  pleafe  to  apply  the  fizteenth  Maxim,  which  al- 
though not  meant  to  be  applied  in  this  manner,  anfwen  ai 
well  as  if  it  had  been  framed  for  the  purpofe.  <*  When  a 
«  time  is  given,  in  which  any  very  remarkable  and  in- 
terefting  opinion  was  not  believed  by  a  certain  cla&  of 
people,  and  another  time  in  which  the  belief  of  it  was 
^  general^  the  introdudion  of  fuch  an  opinion  may  alwajs 
be  known  by  the  efieds  which  it  will  produce  upon  the 
minds,  and  in  the  conduft  of  men ;  by  the  alarm  which 
it  will  give  to  fome,  and  the  defence  of  it  by  others.  If, 
*'  therefore^  no  alarm  was  given^  and  no  defence  of  it  was 
^*  made  within  any  particular  period,  it  may  be  concluded 
*^  that  the  introdudion  of  it  did  not  take  place  within  that 
«•  period  t  " 

But  he  leaves  thb  circumftance'juft  as  extraordinary  as 
he  found  it.  And  for  a  very  good  reafon.  It  is  a  bar  in 
his  way,  which  he  may  overleap,  but  cannot  remove.  He 
perceives,  that  it  is  impoflible  to  account  for  this  fad,  even 
when  he  has  the  choice  of  his  principles.  It  direftly  op> 
pofes  them.    It  is^  indeed,  abfolutely  incredible,  that  the 

dodrine 

#  Ibid,  p.  t J,  S4.        f  Vol.  iv.  p.  joo.        |  IM.  p.  3O1, 30s. 
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dofbine  referred  to  flioald  have  been  fo  generoBj  remved 
in  the  fecond  centnrj,  unkis  it  had  really  been  the  dodrine 
of  the  firft. 

Thus,  the  Difflcttky  of  tracing  the  time  in  which  the  doc^ 
irme  of  the  Divimity  ofChrift  was  firjl  divulged^  inftead  of 
bnng  an  argmment  which,  as  oar  author  lays,  ^  concludca 
"  vcryfironglj  againft"  the  truth  of  this  doArine,  eventually 
proves  an  infiinnountable  objedion  to  the  truth  of  his  own* 
That  it  was  divulged  fbme  time  or  other,  cannot  be  denied. 
But  as  he  cannot  difcern  any  of  thefe  appearances  which 
**  est  always  the  confequence  of  the  promulgation  of  a  new 
**  and  extraordinary  dofbine ;"  it  mufi  follow,  that  even 
at  the  time  that  he  fixes  for  its  promulgation,  it  was  not 
accounted  either  new  or  extraordinary. 

But  infolvable  as  he  finds  thb  difficulty  upon  philofophi- 
cal,  hiftorical,  or  critical  principles,  the  good  man  tries  it 
by  thofe  of  Scripture.  This  is  fomewhat  out  of  his  ordi- 
nary line ;  as  he  very  feldom  prefers  faith  to  philofophy. 
But  fuch  a  deviation  might  be  necefTary  on  an  extraordi- 
nary occafion.  Although  he  reckons  the  reafoning  of  the 
Apofile  Paul  often  inconcltifivey  he  is  willing  to  be  indebted 
to  him,  when  he  finds  that  his  own  is  more  fo.  He  is  fa- 
tisfied  that  this  dodrine  "  is  exprefsly  contradified  by  the 
**  author  of  the  epiftle  to  the  Hebrews,  in  Heb.  i.  i.  God 

who  atfundry  times^  and  in  divers  manners^ /pake  in  time 

pajl  unto  the  fathers  by  the  prophets^  has  in  thefe  lafi  days 

*'  fp^^^^  ^^0  ^^  ^y  ^"  '^0"'  Again,  chap.  m.  3,  3.  Ifihe 
"  word  fpoien  hy  angeb  was  fledfafly  \Sc.  how  fhall  we 
**  efcape^  if  we  negleB  fo  great  falvation  ;  which  at  thefrfl 
'*  began  to  be  fpoien  by  the  Lord.  What  can  be  more 
'<  evident,"  does  he  &y,  '*  than  that  the  writer  of  this 
■*  epifile  had  no  idea  of  God  having  fpoken  to  mankind 
**  by  his  Son  before  the  time  of  the  gofpel  *  ?"  The  Dofior, 
by  introducing  the  firft  paflage  as  oppofed  to  the  orthodox 

fyfiem, 

•  Vol.  j.  35. 
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fyflemt  ibews  bow  little  be  atteodff  even  to  bi  ^  pia* 
cq^ei.    It  13  fiippoftd,  indeed*  tbat  all  tbc  amxyipwi, 
made  by  God,  under  the  Old  Teftament,  were  iff  Ac  fc- 
cood  Perfop  \  and  affirnied  that  the  Spirit  who  was  ia  die 
frophets  »Ae4  as  tbt  ^firii  of  Qbrf^^  being  (ent  \y  bi»   | 
But  we  know  of  none  who  have  iuppi[>iJBd  tfiat,  in  db4 
refipeflsy  the  Son  aSed  ablblotelj^  or  ntenel  j  as  tbe  faooei 
Perlbn.    As  the  arder  of  operatiosi  cone^KMids  to  tbe 
order  of  fubfifience,  tbis  holds  not  only  i»  al)  tbe  efleattil 
l^nt  in  all  tbe  OBConomica)  wi»rka  ojF  G^  Tbe  canlriraMi 
<rf  redemptiooy  and  tbe  mtipon  of  the  (wmi4  fak^  m 
Mediator,  being  ifnmediately  afcrjfaed  to  the  Fatba#  fD  dii 
commnnicatiooi  that  b^^e  been  asadc  to  the  choich,  pre 
viewed  as  revelations  of  what  is  prifiMuril/,  tbou^  aot  ci« 
clufivel/,  bis  wilL    Tberefixe,  wbeii  it  is  nrged  that  0ie 
ibcond  Perlbn  appeared  under  tbe  014  Teftancntp  k  ii 
always  onderfiood  that  he  9B^  as  the  Mefiengar  of  dM 
Father,  in  conieqiience  of  bis  own  vol^itfary  engngcmeal 
in  the  everlafting  covenant. 

It  b  granted  that  the  Father  is  meant,  in  this  place,  by 
the  term  Gbd>  But  when  it  is  faid  that  he  fpah  fy  th 
fr^phetf^  it  is  not  the  intention  of  tbe  infpired  writer  to 
deny  that  the  Son  aded  the  part  of  a  fipederal  Meflenger 
between  the  Father  and  the  prophets,  in  communicating 
bis  will  to  them  by  his  Spirit.  For  the  onlj  oppofitioo 
here  ftated,  is  between  thoCe  who  immidiatify  coounwn- 
cated  tbe  will  of  God  under  the  different  di^niatiens. 
The  Father  is  iaid  to  have  fpokea,  under  the  Old  Tcfla- 
nient,  by  tie  prophets ;  becaufe  they  were  the  immediate 
inftruments  of  4eliverii|g  his  will  to  the  cbvrcb.  But  it 
is  declared  that,  m  tiefi  Iq/l  times  he  bmth  fpoken  ■  hf  the 
Son  $  becaufe  tbe  great  /aivaii$H  began  to  htj^em  hj  the 
lor^himfclff 

By 
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Bj  a  parity  ef  realim»  ouir  aiitbor  mugfat  ptead  that  thia 
angvufe,  Jpaki  by  the  propbi$s^  "  fliewa  that  "  the  writer 
*  had  9»  idea  diat  God  on  asy  occafion  ipake  to  mankind** 
!i J  an  J  orti^r  inflmments  dian  the  prophets,  **  before  the 
**  time  of  this  gofpeL**    Bat  the  Ttrj  text  bnmght  in  as 
Miother  proof  of  the  DoSor's  aflertion,  ihews  that  others 
wete  empfejefl.  For  the  bw  is  called  thworJJpoien  fyat' 
fekf  hecattfe  of  their  being  ufedasiidtruments  in  prodocfaig 
the  lightenings,  thunderings,  earthquake,  found  of  a  trum- 
pet, and  voice  of  words  in  which  it  was  exprefled.  Thence 
ihb  law  is  faid  to  have  been  ordaimed  ij  angeb^  and  ghm 
hj  fie  dijpqfition  of  angtls.    But  God  the  Father  did  not 
emploj  them  immecSately.    The  Son  afied  as  jtngilof 
tie  nvenaatt  ufing  them  as  miniifaring  ^lirits  between  him- 
felf  and  the  people  of  IfraeL    In  this  fenfe  alone  can  we 
nnderfland  what  is  bid  by  Stephen,  when  giving  an  ac- 
count of  Mofes ;  Tits  is  it  who  was  in  tie  ciurci  im  tie 
vnUermfs^  vAi  tie  Angel  wio  fpaike  to  tim  im  tie  Momtsi 
Simaif  Ads  vii.  38.    This,  as  we  have  fixmerlj  proved, 
coidd  be  no  other  than  that  Angel  who  afterwards  infor« 
med  the  Ifraelites  that  he  had  fwom  unto  their  fathers, 
dying,  /  wiM  never  break  my  covenant  witi  jrov,  Judg.  ii*  i* 
lius  wsa  a  divine  Perfon,  althou^  in  the  charader  of  a 
aieflcBf^er ;  the  very  iame  who  was  afterwards  made  fiefl^ 
For  be  who  alcended  is  the  fiime  who  defbonded  on  Mount 
Stnai»  and  was  there  in  the  miift  of  his  angelic  hofts,  PfiiL 
IzviiL  17,  18.    But  our  avthor  is  not  entirely  fiitisfied; 
notwithflanding  the  abundant  fiipply  borrowed  finom  tn 
infpired  writer,  when  analopcal  realoning,  hiftorical  criti- 
ei&n,  and  fiippofidon  itfidf  have  fiuled  him.    He  vtntnrea 
another  throw  at  the  dd  game ;  and  it  is  his  laft.    **  T(» 
^  the  Jews,  however,"  he  fays,  ^  the  Arian  dofirine  muft 
"  have  been  more  menet  than  that  of  the  orthodox  Chri- 
^  fiians  in  the  time  of  Juftin  Mastyr,  and  therefore,  would 
3  "  probaUy 
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^  probably  have  been  reoei¥ed  with  more  fiirpriie."  The 
Dofior  has  found  him&lf  under  a  neceffity  of 
lodging  that  the  promnlgatioo  of  the  orthodaz  f jflon 
not  attended  with  any  of  thefe  circomftances,  which  "  «c 
^  alwiys  the  coniequence  of  a  new  and  extraordinary  dis- 
^  trine,"  and  he  attempts  to  aocoont  for  this  txtroMrJamj 
taJ^  by  aflertmg  that,  as  the  orthodox  fyftem  preceded  tbe 
Arian,  it  would  not  be  fb  furfrhung^  that  is»  lb  ohnoiioB 
to  the  Jews  as  the  hitter  would  have  been. 

But  I  cannot  peroeive  that  he  has  any  ground  ix  this 
aflertion.  Not  only  does  Dr  P.  himfelf  coDfider,  but  be 
endeavours  to  ihew  that  the  Jews  '*  confider  three  perCons 
'*as  three  Gods,  and  that  this  tritheifni  fliocksthemV 

■ 

WhUe,  therefore,  it  is  granted  that,  in  the  time  of  Jufiio 
Martyr,  the  Son  was  held  to  be  a  diflinft  perfoo  £rom  the 
Father ;  according  to  the  principles  afioribed  to  the  Jews, 
they  muft  have  coniidered  him  as  a  difiinB  Cod^  as  much  as 
the  idol  of  the  Arians.  Indeed,  it  would  feem  that,  aoov* 
ding  to  the  Dodor's  own  account  of  the  Jewifh  fiuth,  the 
Arian  doctrine  would  have  occafioned  lefs  furprize.  For 
he  has  formerly  aiTerted  that  ''  angels  fpeak  in  the  name  of 
*'  God  t ;"  and  he  doubtlei^  iidopts  this  opinion  as  perGedlj 
agreeable  to  the  Jewifh  theology.  It  b  alfo  mentioned  as 
a  Jewiih  idea,  that  "  God  fpake  to  angels,  when  he  laid, 
"  Let  us  make  man  t."  If  therefore,  according  to  them, 
angels  might  be  of  God's  counfel  in  the  work  of  creatioo, 
and  fpeak  in  the  name,  nay,  as  repreienting  the  very  per- 
fon  of  Jehovah^ yrtiiit  the  divine  unity  remained  uninjured  i 
it  could  only  be  carrying  the  matter  a  little  £uther  to  fiip- 
pofe  a  fupereminent  angel,  or  even  a  fuperangelic  beiog  to 
be  created  by  God,  and  to  be  employed  as  his  infbument 
in  creating  tlie  reft  of  his  works.  Our  author  does  oot 
reckon  even  the  latter  fuppofition  repugnant  to  reaCon,  or 
inimical  to  the  divine  unity.    Fcm:  "  God,"  he  fays,  ^  m^it 

«  tain 
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**  boot  created  one  being  of  fuch  extraordinary  power,  as 
''  flioold  make  it  nnneceflaiy  for  him  to  exert  any  more 
**  creative  power ;  ib  that  all  that  remained  of  creation 
^  might  be  delegated  to  that  great  derived  being  *•"  Now^ 
if  our  author,  in  perCeft  coniiftence  with  Unitarian  princi- 
ples, can  form  fuch  a  fiippofition,  he  cannot  refiile  that  the 
Jews,  referred  to,  might  have  done  the  fame }  unle(s  he 
means  to  grant  that  he  has  not  fuch  firifi  ideas  of  divine 
unity  as  they  had. 


CHAP-    IIL 

A  eofffiJeraiion  pf  the  Argument  againji  the  Divimty  of 
Chri/ljrom  his  mU  hei^g  the  ObjeS  of  Prayer. 

«  /^  U  R  Saviour  himfelf,"  Dr  P.  obfcrves,  "  always 
^^  *^  prayed  to  his  Father,  and  with  as  much  humility 
*'  and  refignation  as  the  moft  dependent  being  in  the  uni- 
''  verfe  could  poffibly  do }  always  addrefiing  him  as  bit 
^  Father^  or  the  author  of  his  being ;  and  he  direfb  his  dif- 
"  dples  to  pray  to  the  fame  Great  Being,  whom  oniy^  he 
^  lays,  we  ought  to  ferve  f /'  We  have  already  fpoken  of 
Chrift's  praying.  But  we  would  wiih  to  know  from  the 
learned  Gentleman,  if  fuch  language  as  that,  Father^  I  mV/, 
(John  xvii.  14.)  become  "  the  moft  dependent  being  in  the 
*'  nniverfe  ?*'  Jefus  indeed  addreflcs  God  as  his  Father : 
and  it  may  be  admitted  that  God  the  Father  was  the  au- 
thor of  his  human  nature.  For  it  is  written,  A  body  hafi 
thorn  prepared  me.  But  this  did  not  exclude  the  divine 
agency  of  the  fecond  Perfon  ;  elfe  it  never  could  have  been 
Cud,  that  he  toot  upon  him  the  form  of  a  fervani^  Phil, 
ii.  7.  that  he  himfelf  took  part  qffejb  and  bloody  Heb.  ii. 
14.  that  he  took  on  him  the  feed  of  Abraham^  ver.  16.     But 

he 
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be  leems  efpedallj  to  call  God  his  Faiher^  t5  expR6  bis 
£dtti  in  Cod  as  v>eO  pUafedwiib  him  in  his  M^dittoTf  do- 
Xt&ex^Jar  hit  rightcoujmfi  fahty  and  in  him  ^mhdlUi 
Quritdal  feed.  For  when  it  is  foretold  that  the  Mefliak 
Ihall  addre(s  Cod  as  hi$  Ttdher^  this  charader  b  CQiineAed 
with  othen  expreffil^e  of  a  fiederal  relation  :  Bt  Jhatttrj 
MMio  me.  Thou  ari  my  Father ^  my  God^  amd  the  rock  ef  mj 
JahMimiy  P&L  Ixzxix.  1(S. 

This  paragraph  ends  with  fomedibg  very  ISkt  a  fidhcf ; 
— -*'  whom  ofifyt  he  CijSy  we  omghi  to  firve**  According  t» 
die  connexion  of  the  Sentence,  the  Father  i»  the  fiibjeft  re* 
&rred  to  by  the  prondiin  whom*  Thence,  one  who  would 
take  the  words  upon  DrP.'s  quotation,  would  infer  that 
Jefiis  had  £ud,  Tiou  Jbali  worfbip  the  Father  thy  God,  md 
him  only  Jbak  thou  Jerve;  as  entireljr  excluding  Umi^ 
But  his  language  is,  Thou  Jheit  worjbip  tho  Lord  thy  Goi^ 
&c«  not  as  particularizing  any  pcrfbni  but  the  otaa  rffeHfe, 
in  <qipefition  to  that  daim  of  worihip  impudently  made  bj 
the  Devil,  Mat.  iv.9«  I  a(k  the  Do£h>r*s  pardon,  as  he 
does  not  admit  that  there  is  fuch  a  being.  For  he  tells  us, 
with  almoft  unparalleled  impiety,  that  **  all  that  may  really 
*^  be  meant  by  Jefus  being  tempted  of  the  devil,  may  be, 
^'  that  the  improper  thoughts  mentioned  in  the  courle  of 
^  the  narrative,  either  occurred  to  himtelf  in  his  privats 
''  meditations,  or  were  iuggefted  by  fome  other  perfon  *." 
The  abfurdity  of  both  theie  fiippofitions  is  fo  obvious, 
that  an  illuftration  of  it  would  be  an  infult  on  the  rea- 
der's underflanding.  With  refped  to  the  in^cty  of  tbe 
firfi,  I  ihall  only  obferve,  that  it  ihews,  in  a  finking  li^ 
what  low  thoughts  Socinians  have  of  him  whom,  out  cf 
compliment,  they  call  their  Saviour.  Not  only  do  thcj 
deny  him  to  be  the  infinitely  Holy  God^  but  to  be  pezfieffly 
finlels,  as  pum.  For  it  is  impoffiUe  that  fiich  dioogha 
could  occur  to  one's  iel^  without  any  external  agency,  fHie« 
ther  they  were  indulged  or  not,  without  an  inwafd  priaci- 
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^  of  fin.  It  is  not  at  all  fiirprifing,  that  the  Do&or  fliould 
be  ib  anxious  to  get  fid  of  the  mixaculons  conception }  as 
lie  does  not  believe  that  even  what  was  bom  of  Marj  was 
a  half  tbimg. 

He  has  a  great  deal  of  probdbU  reafoning  with  refped  to 
Chrifty  as  the  objed  of  prayer.  But  it  is  of  no  avail  what- 
ibever  againft  the  evidence  oi  foBs.  He,  indeed*  attempts 
to  prove  diat  the  firll  Chriftians  never  prayed  to  their  Lord 
and  Saviour.  \^th  this  view  he  quotes  t  Pet.  iv.  19.  La 
them  iiat  fuffer  according  to  the  will  of  God^  commit  the 
hufimg  of  tbcir  fouls  unto  bim  im  wtU-doing  as  uuto  a  faith* 
fid  Crtaior  *.  fiat  it  has  been  formerly  obferved,  that 
even  where  the  name  God  occurs,  it  is  often  to  be  under- 
flood  as  denoting  the  whok  divine  eflence ;  and  aldiou^ 
Jefus  be  mentioned  in  connenon,  as  Mediator^  yet  not  as 
ezdnding  him  from  that  honour  which  is  his  prerogative  as 
God.  Are  we  to  view  him,  to  whom  we  commit  our 
fionbt  as  a  faithful  Creator  f  Then,  furely,  either  Socinians 
can  Jefus  the  author  of  the  new  creation  in  iblemn  mocke- 
ry;  or  he  muft  be  worthy  of  4his  truiL  For  he  who 
makes  us  new  •creatures,  if  there  be  any  truth  in  the  lan- 
guage, muft  be  as  really  our  Creator  as  he  who  gave  us  be- 
ing at  firft* 

Dr  P.  alfo  quotes  i  Pet.  v.  lo.  7be  God  of  all  grace  who 
bath  called  us  unto  bis  eterual  glory ^  by  Jefus  Cbrifi^  afier 
thai  ye  have  fuffered  a  while,  make  you  ferfeB^  flahli/h, 
fhrtugtheu,  fettle  you.  Here,  indeed,  Chrift  is  mentioned  as 
the  Wiy.  But  becaufe  nothing  more  is  iaid  in  this  paflage, 
it  will  not  prove  that  he  has  no  higher  charader ;  it  cannot 
avert  the  force  of  other  pallages,  in  which  the  fSmie  work 
is  afcribed  to  him,  which  Dr  P.  undoubtedly  confiders  as  a 
proof  of  Supreme  Deity.  With  this  paflage  let  the  Doc- 
tor, according  to  his  fyftem,  reconcile  the  following  words ; 
NoWf  our  lord  Jefus  Chrifi  bimfelf^  and  God  eviu  our  Fu" 

Vol.  I.  L 1  gher, 

•  Vot  i«  p.  4^ 


530  Objeaitm  as  to  Chrijl  Sook  IV. 

tber^-^comfort  your  hearts^  and  fiablijb  you  in  ntrj  good 
ivord  and  ivori^  i  Thef.  u.  16,  17. 

Our  author  iajs ;  *'  Let  us  now  attend  to  feme  pudco- 
**  lars  in  the  Hiftoiy  of  the  Apofiles."     We  cardiallj  a^ 
cede  to  the  prdpofal,  being  convinced  that  the  more  d^ 
hiftoiy  is  examined^  the  more  will  the  falfity  of  our  an- 
thor's  fyftem  appear.     "  When  Herod,"  he  lays,  ^  had  pot 
*«  to  death  James,  the  brother  of  John,  and  impriioQed  R< 
^'  ter,  we  read.  Ads  xii*  5.  that  prayer  was  made  withoMt 
**  ceajing  of  the  church  unto  Cod^  not  to  Chdft,  for  himr 
But  the  point  that  the  Dodor  has  yet  to  prove,  is,  that  this 
prayer  was  exdufively  made  to  the  Father.     We  have  it 
leafl  as  good  reafon  to  believe  that  this  prayer  was  heari 
and  anfwered  by  the  Son,  as  that  it  was  tnade  to  die  Fadier. 
For  Peter  lays ;  Now^  I  know  of  a  furety^  that  the  Lord 
hath  fetit  his  Angela  and  hath  delivered  me,  ver.  il.    But 
our  author  informs  us  that  ^'  this  term,  the  Zord^  genendlj 
"  fignifies  Chrifl  *."     And  the  moft  that  can  he  laid  of  the 
other,  is  that  it  generally  fignifies  the  Father.     But  wc  are 
to  underftand  neither  exdufively.     For  we  have  as  good 
evidence  that  Jefus  is  the  one  Lord^  as  our  opponents  hare 
that  the  Father  is  the  one  God* 

We  are  alfo  told  that  "  when  Paul  and  Silas  were  in  pri- 
"  fon  at  Philippi,  they  /ung  J>ratfes  to  God^  not  to  Chrif!, 
"  A6t3  xvi.  25."  But  from  the  context,  it  would  be  mdl 
natural  to  think  that  this  term  includes  Chrift  as  well  as 
the  Father.  For  Paul  enjoins  the  jailor  to  believe  on  the 
Lord  Jf/us  Cbrijl^  afiuring  him  that  thus  h^fhould  be  favtiy 
and  in  a  little  we  find  that  this  is  the  fame  with  believing  in 
Gody  ver.  31.  34.  At  any  rate,  I  could  not,  for  my  part, 
venture  to  believe^  or  trujl  in  a  perfon  for  falvation,  from 
whom  I  could  not  aik  it  in  prayer. 

It  is  added ;  *'  W.ien  Paul  was  warned  of  what  wouU 
^  befal  him  if  he  went  to  Jerulalemi  Ads  zzi.  14.  he  laid, 
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^  Tie  will  of  the  Lord  be  dome.  This,  it  muft  be  fuppofed^ 
^«  was*  meant  of  God  the  Father,  becauie  Chrift  himfelf 
''  uGed  the  lame  langnage,  when  prajing  to  the  Father,  he 
**  fidd,  Not  my  tuiHj  but  thine  be  done"  But  the  Dodor 
has  taken  onl j  a  corfor j  view  of  this  paflage.  For  it  was 
not  Paul,  but  the  brethren,  who  fpoke  in  this  manner. 
However,  becauie  one  aft  of  worlhip  is  Aibftantiall j  the 
fiune  with  another,  ezprefil j  addrefled  to  a  particular  per- 
fbn,  it  will  nol  follow,  if  there  be  no  other  evidence,  that 
the  fame  perfon  is  addrefled  in  both  inftances.  Nor  can  it 
be  juftlj  concluded  that  the  words,  here  quoted,  could  not 
refped  Chrift,  becaufe  he  ufed  the  £mie  language  in  addref- 
fing  the  Father.  For  Dr  P.  himfelf  cannot  deny  that  the 
dying  martyr  Stephen  addrefled  the  fame  prayer  to  Jefus, 
as  Jefus  at  his  own  death,  addrefled  to  the  Father.  It  b 
granted  that  this  language,  with  refped:  to  Chrift,  The  will 
^f  the  Lord  be  done^  was  ufed  very  diflerently  from  that, 
Uot  my  wiU^  &c.  For  in  the  former  inftance  his  divine 
will  b  meant,  as  being  eflendally  the  fSune  with  that  of  the 
Father.  But  in  the  latter,  he  fpoke  merely  of  hb  human 
wilL  According  to  the  Dodor's  own  acknowledgment, 
there  muft  be  more  probability  that  the  term  Lord  here  re- 
'fpefis  Chrift,  than  that  it  refpe£b  the  Father.  For  he 
grants  as  we  have  feen,  that  it  generally  bears  the  former 
ienie.  But  the  truth  b  ^  Dr  P.  b  willing  that  the  term 
Lord  flionid  denote  Chrift,  when  it  does  not  neceflarily  re- 
ier  to  any  of  that  Iwd/hip  which  b.  peculiar  to  the  divine 
nature ;  that  b,  when  it  can  be  applied  to  him  without  its 
proper  meamng. 

It  b  certsdnly  moft  natural  to  think  that  the  fSune  perfon 

b  here  meant,  as  the  Lord,  who,  in  the  verfe  immediately 

preceding,  b  called  the  Lord  Jefus.    An  impartial  reader 

would  undoubtedly  conclude  that  the  language  of  the  bre- 

•thren  dareflly  referred  to  that  of  Paul.    He  (aid,  /  am 
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nady  noi  to  he  bound  omfy^  htt  alfo  to  iU  ai  Jtrufdmfir 
the  Name  of  the  Lord  Jejks.  And  wbem  be  wmJdmhe 
perfuaded^  wi  ceafed^  fv^*  The  mU of  tbo  Lord  beimL 
Nor  woald  fiich  a  reader  fiippofe  that  the  brethren  afai- 
bed  too  much  to  him,  for  wbofi  Nmme  P^nl  #at  wiOtng  t» 
fiiffier  fo  much.  It  would  naturdly  oocar,  that  Ae  Lmi 
for  whom  he  was  rea^  to  die^  had  finely  fbmethiBg  to  % 
aa  to  the  difpofid  of  his  lot.  But  let  oar  antlior  iafivm  «» 
if  it  be  not  this  Lord  Jefms^  of  whom  amMfaer  ApoBle^  * 
ezprefling  the  £uth  of  all  believera  in  hia  Cime,  dedtacii 
T[bis  is  the  cot^denei  that  we  bave  m  bism^  ibat  ^we  ^ 
assy  thing  ACCoaDiKG  to  his  will,  be  bemndb  m.  Jkd 
if  we  know  that  be  bear  ns^  whosoever  lOff  ij|i^  tar  bum 
thai  we  have  the  petitions  that  we  d^find  of  bim^  t  Joka 
V.  14,  15. 

Dr  P.  here  tranfcribes  the  whole  prayer  of  the  apoAki, 
recorded  Ads  iv.  34.  and  carefully  inferti  orftmemt^  wbttr 
according  to  our  verfion  it  is  thj  Holy  Child  Jejittm  Bv 
what  does  all  this  prove,  but  that  which  hath  never  been 
denied  on  the  other  fide,  that  God  the  Father  is  properly 
addrefTed  in  prayer  ?  But  it  caimot  prove  that  he  ii  tb^ 
only  objcd. 

The  Doctor  then  fays ;  ''  We  have  now  examined  kaat 
**  particulars  both  of  the  in/lruSlionStZnd  the  examples  of  kxif- 
^'  ture  ^ith  regard  to  the  proper  objed  of  prayer,  in  time  ef 
"  perfecution,"  Wr  *.  He  here  refers  to  a  notion  which 
fomeichave  entertained,  that  '*  Chrift  is  the  prop6r  objcft  of 
*'  prayer  in  time  of  perfecudon."  But  furely  he  who  mi^ 
with  propriety  be  addrefied  as  the  objed  of  worihip  at  any 
time,  may  be  thus  addrefled  at  all  times. 

The  Dodor  has  examined  thefe,  but  he  haa  carefiiUy 
pafied  over  a  great  variety  of  other  in/lroBions  and  te- 
ampfeSf  which  clearly  prove  that  Chrift  is  the  objed  of 
prayer.     We  have  formerly  feen  that  the  firft  Chiiftians 
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were  generally  Jmown  bj  the  ^efignation  of  iiofi  who 
called  on  tie  Name  of  JeJiUf  and  proved  that  thb  denotes 
rdigiofiii  worfliip }  that  thej  prayed  to  him,  when  fupplying 
tbe  vacancy  in  the  coUege  of  the  ApofUes,  A&s  i.  24.  that 
Stephen  tmly  did  fo»  chiq>.  viL  59,  6o.  that  Pftul  w^  en- 
gaged  in  the  fiune  exerctie,  chap.  zxiL  17.  i  Tim.  i.  xi. 
and  that  he  commended  or  dedicated  the  dders  of  the 
draicb  of  Epbeiiis  to  the  gracious  Word  of  God,  as  really 
as  to  Crodthe  Father,  Ads  zx.  3a. 

Many  other  paflages  might  be  mention,  which  contain 
die  fiuie  proof.  We  have  Paul's  own  account  of  his  ex- 
ercife,  when .  buieted  by  a  meflenger  of  Satan.  For  tins 
itmgf  he  lays,  /  lefougbt  the  Lord  thrice. — And  he  /aid 
tuUo  me.  My  grace  is  fyfficieni  for  tbee ;  my  flrengtb 
is  made  perfeQ  in  thy  weainefs.  With  the  fame  breath 
he  adds ;  Mo^  gladly,  there/ore,  will  I  rather  glory  in 
mine  infirmity,  that  tbe  power  of  Chri/l  may  refi  upon 
me,  2  Cor.  zii.  8,  9.  Surely,  the  lame  Lord,  whom  he 
befoo^t,  anfwered  him :  and  that  this  was  the  Lord  Chrift, 
is  evident  from  Paul's  calling  that  the  power  or  firength  of 
Chrifi,  (for  the  word  is  die  &me)  which  the  Lord  had 
called  his  power.  Whatever  tbe  Lord  meant  by  bis  firtngth 
'  being  made  perfeB  in  Paul's  weaknefs,  Paul  himfelf  under- 
fiood  as  included  in  the  Jlrength  of  Chnft  rejling  on  him, 
or  dwelling  in  him  as  in  a  tabernacle. 

Does  not  the  fSmie  Apoftle  view  Chrift  as  the  objed  of 
prayer,  equally  with  the  Father,  when  he  lays ;  Now  may 
God  himfelf,  and  our  Father^  and  our  Lord  Jefus  Chrift,  di- 
reB  our  way  unto  you  f  1  Thef.  iii.  if. 

Jcfus  received  this  honour  from  his  difdples  and  others, 
even  duxing  his  humiliation.  They  prayed  to  him  for 
temporal  £dvation,  which  none  but  God  can  give,  Mat. 
Viii*  95.  foe  mercy,  chap.  iz.  27.  £ar  the  increafe  of  their 
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fiuthy  Luke  xvii.  5.  for  the  fappreflSon  of  didr  tmlMlic^ 
Mark  iz.  14* 

The  £une  glorious  Perfon  was  addrefled  bj  beEerco. 
as  the  objed  of  prayer,  be£ore  his  incarnation.  Jacob  fiip- 
plicated  the  God  of  his  fathers  as  that  Angel  who  had  rv- 
deemed  him  Jrmm  all  evU^  and  who  had  power  to  Uefi^  Gw 
xlviii.  15,  16.  He  was  knotvn  as  the  Name  of  the  God  if 
yacob^  and  under  this  charader  addrefled  as  the  ol^ed  of 
prajer,  and  as  the  protedor  of  his  people,  PlaL  zz.  7. 
Now,  we  have  the  impartial  teftimonj  of  Philo,  that  tbf 
perfonal  Word  was  called  the  Name  of  God« 


CHAP.     IV. 

O/Dr  friefilefs  objeBion  to  the  Doffrme  (/tie  Trudiy,  a| 
implying  a  Contradiffiom. 

**  T  ASK  then/'  our  author  bj%^  **  wherein  does  the  A- 

JL  thanafian  do^lrine  of  the  Trioitj  differ  from  a  ccm- 
*^  tradi£tion  ?  It  aiTerts  in  effect  that  nothing  is  wanting  to 
"  either  the  Father,  the  Son,  or  the  Spirit,  to  conilitute 
"  each  of  them  truly  and  properly  Godt  each  of  them  being 
f  equal  in  eternity,  and  all  divine  perfe^ons ;  and  yet 
"  that  thefe  three  are  not  three  Gods^  but  only  one  God, 
**  They  are  therefore  both  one  and  many  in  the  fame  rc- 
"  fpe^,  vi%.  in  each  being  perfeEi  God."  It  is  granted, 
that  we  are  not  bound  to  believe  any  thing  to  be  a  divine 
do^rine,  that  is  really  contradidory  to  right  reafon.  But 
from  the  weaknefs,  and  efpecially  from  the  depravation  of 
our  powers,  things  may  feem  con  traditions,  which  are  by 
no  means  fo  in  fa£t.  Even  reafon  may  teach  us,  that  it  is 
unqueflionably  our  duty  to  believe  a  revealed  doArine,  al- 
though it  (hould  infinitely  exceed  our  comprehenfion. 

The 
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The  obje£tion,  produced  by  Dr  P.,  has  been  often  sm« 
fwered  before.  The  terms  of  the  argument,  as  it  is  called, 
are  ibmewhat  altered,  but  the  fubftance  is  the  fame.  It  is 
an  evident  fophilm.  For  the  Doftor  aflumes  that  each 
perfon  is  confidered  by  Trinitarians  as  **  truly  and  properly 
^  God,"  fo  as  to  engrofi  all  divine  perfe£Hons  to  himfelf. 
In  this  cafe,  each  perfon  would  have  divbe  perfections  of 
his  own,  diftindrifrom  thofe  of  the  other  perfons.  But  we 
believe  that  each  perfon  is  ^*  truly  and  properly  God,"  as 
having  all  divine  perfedions,  though  not  ezclufively.  The 
egmaUty  aflerted,  is  not  that  of  thin^  perfeAly  alike,  yet 
fubftantially  diftind;  but  an  equality  in  the  poiTeflion  of 
ibtjame  things,  of  the  fame  **  eternity,  and  all  divine  per- 
*'  fedions."  Therefore,  they  are  not  **  one  and  fnany  in 
''  the  fame  refpeds."  For  they  are  one^  as  to  ablblute 
identity  of  nature  and  perfedions ;  but  many^  with  refped 
to  the  individual  and  common  pofleffion  of  what  is  eiTen- 
tially  one. 

The  Dodor  is-  chargeable  with  an  obvious  fallacy  ini 
the  ftrudnre  of  his  argument.    He  ufes  the  term  God  ip, 
one  fenfe  only,  as  if  this  were  a  &ir  ftate  of  the  invariable 
pradice  of  Trinitarians.     Whereas,  according  to  fcriptural 
example,  they  ufe  it,  in  the  connexion  to  which  his  argu- 
ment refers,  in  two  different  fenfes.    In  the  one,  it  denotes 
a  perfon;  in  the  othter,  a  nature.    When  one  perfon  b 
faid  to  be  **  truly  and  properly  God"  the  term  is  x&dper^ 
fonaify ;  but  when  the  three  perfons  are  faid  to  ht  one  God^ 
ejffintialfy.    He,  indeed,  blends  two  diilind  terms,  as  if 
they  were  equally  applied  to  different  objeds  **  in  the  fame 
**  refped."    Thefe  are  God,  and  one  God.    But  oneper- 
fon  is  faid  to  be  **  truly  and  properly  God,'*  not  as  exdn^ 
ding  the  other  adorable  perfons,  but  as  diftinguiihing  the 
eflence  of  the  perfon  fpoken  of  from  that  of  all  creatures. 
The  three  perfons  are  £ud  to  be  oa^  Cod,  not  as  immediate* 

LI4  ly 


to  give  a  toBce  to 
Now,  d^  is  9ffmtt  aB  the 
iCB  r^prnally 
■fed  by  Triakaraas*  A 
hf,  dnc  one  pttkm  mftFfiOfy  G^s  mieamm^  dol  he  ii 
cQBpkteij  a  dmae  pcffai.  B«t  ke  woaU  aat  fiqf,  tte 
B/tff/ca  G04  at  leaft  iB  the  fenfe  aCned  oithearvi- 
;  bcranfr,  in  the  idea  of  God  fBtiially 
he  infhMiri,  not  mercl j  all  diTiae  pcTfiftinai,  hat  die 
jiercat  mndn  of  fiibfiAcsoe. 

It »  evidrac  dut,  ia  Dr  P.li  vgaaMBt.  tihe#M>r^pfa- 
pofitioosare  meant  to  eaEpre6  the  princ^let  of  Triaiiarim. 
Bat  when  thefe  propofitioas  are  iated  according  to  tbdr 
real  priociples,  ic  mat!  appear  to  cverj  candid  reader,  that 
tlie  coHcluficn  bj  no  means  follows. 

'*  Nothing  is  wanting  to  either  the  Father,  the  Soo,  or 
*'  the  Spirit,  to  conditute  each  of  them  a  ptr/an  tmlj  and 
"  properly  God.'* 

But  thefie  three  perfoos,  being  of  the  fame  eflence,  are 
onlj  one  God, 

Therefore,  thej  are  both  oju  and  mamy  in  the  fame 
refped,  vki.  in  each  being ptrftB  God" 
This  argument,  then,  has  one  chamber  of  a  fophifm,  al« 
ways  givtn  by  logicians.     The  prcmifes  do  not  contain 
the  coiiclufion. 

'*  Thb  is  certainly,"  the  Dofior  lays,  **  as  much  a  coo- 
''  tradidion  as  to  iay  that  Peter,  James,  and  John,  having 
''  each  of  them  tvtij  thing  tliat  is  reijpifitc  to  conflitute  a 
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**  complete  mtiii  are  yet  all  together  not  tim  mmt  but 
*^  only  <me  man  **•'*  If  the  term  man  be  ufedj  both  in  the 
plural  and  fingidar»  in  the  fame  fenfe,  it  is  ondoabtedlj  a 
cootradifiiony  to  which  the  other  bears  no  affinity.  For 
we  have  ihewn,  that  the  terms,  God^  and  one  God^  are  ufed 
difirently,  as  they  are  difierent  in  faft.  Tbrti  perfims  can 
ntver  be  muperfim.  But  there  is  a  fenfe  in  whidi  thrtt 
mm  may  be  (aid  to  be  our  man  ;  if  the  firft  ezpreffion  be 
oM  ftrfimllj^  and  the  fecond  with  relpefi  to  nature.  We 
often  nfe  the  term  man  to  fignify  the  human  nature  in  gene- 
lal ;  as  weU  as  to  point  out  an  ivifiMdba/ poffcflbig  this  nat^ 
This  term  is,  even  in  Scriptvrei  ufied  to  denote  both  nnity 
and  pfaurality ;  although  not  in  the  fame  refped.  *^  God 
*^  created  man  in  his  own  image  ^-^^malt  andftmaU  created 
**  he  thtm^*  Gen.  i.  17.  chap.  v.  i,  a.  This  is  the  only  bxSit 
in  which  there  can  be  any  refemblance  between  the  doc- 
trine of  a  Three-one  God,  and  the  example  prop<^ed  by 
I>r  P.  In  this  refped^  indeed,  all  the  millions  of  indivi- 
duals  are  but  fme^  as  having  the  iiune  nature.  For  not 
only  do  they  all  poffeb  thofe  efli^tial  properties  which  di- 
ftingnifli  man  from  other  creatures ;  but  as  to  body,  they 
aie  all  originally  of  the  feme  fubfiance.  For  CSod  *'  hath 
^  made  of  tm*  blood  all  nations  of  men/'  A£b  xvii.  26. 

We  do  not,  however,  aflent  to  what  follows ;  ^  For  the 
^  ideas  annexed  to  the  words  God^  ot  man^  cannot  make 
^  any  diflbrence  in  the  nature  of  the  two  propoiitions." 
The  divine  nature  is  fo  infinitely  remote  from  the  human, 
or  any  created  nature,  that  God  himfelf  forbids  the  com- 
parifon.  7e  whom  then  will  ye  liken  me^  and  mate  me  equal^ 
and  compare  me^  that  we  may  he  like  /  lia.  xlvi.  5.  We 
dare  not  ufe  fuch  fimtlitudes,  in  order  to  explain  a  myftery« 
For  as  Dr  Young  obferves,  '*  A  myfiery  ex|ilained,  is  a 
^  myfiery  deftroyed."  We  advert  to  them  merely  as  in- 
troduced 
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trodnced  by  oar  author,  to  illuftrate  the  fidfity  of  Ui  pfe- 
tence,  that  the  dodrine  of  the  Trini^  implies  a  cootnfiD- . 
tion.     As  the  divine  nature  b  fo  infinitelj  above  the  hi- 
man;  although  three  among  men  ihould  be  in  nolcnfe 
oM£f  it  would  bj  no  means  prove  that  this  cannoc  be  true 
of  God.     Therefore,  even  that  fenle,  in  which  we  ha^ 
ihewa  that  three  perfons  maj  be  om^  with  refpeft  to  man, 
£alls  infinitelj  ibort  of  exprei&ng  the  unity  of  the  divine 
na^re.    For  although  all  the  individuals  of  the  humsa 
race  have  one  nature,  and  are  originally  of  one  fnbfianoe} 
yet.  the  union  is  not  fo  dofe  that  the  aAiops  of  one  indivi- 
dual are  common  to  all,  which,  with  refpefi  to  eztennl 
aftions,  is  aiTerted  of  the  divine  nature.    Befides,  created 
perfons  are  not  only  diJiinQ  from  each  other,  as  to  perib- 
nality,  fo  that  one  is  not  another ;  haifeparate^  fo  that  one 
ezifts  without  another.    But  the  divine  perfons,  although 
difiind,  are  not  feparate ;  becaufe  one  is  in  another.    The 
father  is  in  the  Son,  and  the  Son  in  the  Father,  John 
]pv.  10  *.  , 

On  this  important  fubjeA,  it  is  ftill  Dr  P.'s  unhappinefs, 
that  he  feems  to  think  he  has  difcovered  a  iikenefs  which 
he  can  compare  unto  God  f  •  As  he  knows  the  way  of  the 
Spirit^  and  has  advanced  fo  far  in  difcovering  the  works  of 
God  who  maketh  a//(,*;^he  feems  emboldened  to  hope  that 
he  VMCJ  fif^  out  the  Almighty  himfelf  unto  perfeBion.  But 
how  little  regard  foever  he  may  pay  to  the  divine  defiance, 
as  exprefled  in  a  great  many  paflages  of  Scripture ;  there  is 
one  authority  from  which  he  ought  not  to  differ.  '^  The 
mind  of  man  will  never  be  able  to  contemplate  the 
heingi  perfedions,  and  providence  of  God,  without 
meeting  with  inexplicable  difficulties.  We  may  find  fuf- 
*'  ficient  reafon  for  acquiefcing  in  the  darkne&  which  in- 

•*  voices 
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*^.  voItcs  thefe  gremt  fabjefts,  bat  we  mnft  never  ezpcft  to 
^  fee  them  fet  in  a  perfedlj  clear  light  ^." 

The  Dodor  further  obCerves,  in  the  profecodon  of  bis 
ibbjeft ;  '*  As  perfons  are  apt  to  confound  themfelTes  with 
**  the  nfe  of  the  words  per/on  and  beings  I  fhall  endeavour 
**  to  give  a  plain  account  of  them  f ."  But  the  very  expla- 
nation turns  out  to  be'  **  confnfion  worfe  confounded."— > 
^  The  term  beings**  he  fays,  **  may  be  predicated  of  every 
**  thing,  and  therefore  of  each  of  the  three  perfons  in  the 
^  Trinity."  The  confequence  is  denied.  For  the  divine 
eflSmce  is  but  one  thing.  Tieft  three  are  one^  i  John  v.  7* 
/,  faith  Chrifly  and  my  Father  are  one^  John  z.  30.  diat  is, 
fmi  tbing ;  for  the  word  ip  is  ufed.  Therefore,  they  are 
only  one  being.  He  adds ;  ^  For  to  fay  that  Chrift,  for 
**  inftance,  is  God,  but  that  there  is  no  beings  no  fubfiance^ 
"  to  which  his  attributes  may  be  referred,  were  manifleftly 
**  abfurd."  It  were  fo,  indeed.  But  the  beings  to  which 
his  attributes  are  referred,  is  the  divine  eflence,  common 
to  each  perfon.  Is  it  kis  abfurd  than  what  is  here  fup- 
pofed,  **  to  izj  that  Chrlft  is  not  God,"  and  yet  to  alcribe 
divine  powers  to  him ;  that  is,  to  afcribe  divine  attributed 
lo  him ;  and  yet  **  to  £iy— that  there  is  no  beings  no  fnb- 
**  fiance^  to  which  his  attributes  may  be  referred,"  but  the 
human  nature  ?  The  Dodor  proceeds :— *<  and  therefore 
'*  when  it  is  laid  that  each  of  thefe  perfons  is  by  himielf 
*'  God,  the  meaning  muft  be,  that  the  Father,  feparately 
<*  confidered,  has  a  beings  that  the  Son,  feparately  confider- 
^  ed,  has  a  beings  and  likewife,  that  the  Holy  Spirit,  fepa- 
rately confidered,  has  a  being.  Here  then  are  no  led 
than  three  beings^  as  weU  as  three  perfim^  and  wbat  can 
**  thefe  three  beings  be  but  three  Gods  /"  All  this  chain 
falls  to  the  ground,  becaule  the  firft  link  is  a  faUe  one.   No 

Trinitarian 
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Trifiitariio  fays,  that  each  perGoo  is  by  hifrfi^^  Ait  o^ 
czdufively,  GW.  No  Trinitanaa  cmifiderM  one  pcrfoov 
fiparate  from  another.  They  are  diftiagoiflidt  ti  to  dtt 
modes  of  periboal  iabfiftence  j  bat  they  do  not  esift  icpi- 
retely* 

He  fvuther  obferves :  ^  By  the  words  hmig^fih^om^ 
^  fmbfiranmf  Vr.  we  can  mean  nothing  more  dun  tke 
**  feondation*  as  it  were,  of  properties,  or  Icmctfaing  to 
^  which,  in  our  idea,  we  refer  all  the  paitiealar  attrifames 
^  of  whatever  exifls.  In  fiift,  they  are  terms  that  maybe 
^  predicated  of  every  diing  that  is  the  fubjeft  of  tbea|^t 
^  or  difcourfe,  ail  the  difcriminatioD  of  things  depeadiog 
^  sspon  their  peculiar  properties.  So  that  whenever  the 
'  pTftpertiei  differ,  we  fay  that  there  is  a  cocrt^Mmdiag 
^  dtflrrence  in  the  thtngi^  hiingt^  w  fttb/lmmees^  tbemMveSf 
**  Confeqnently,  if  the  Father,  Son,  and  Spirit,  difir  m 
**  any  refpeft,  fo  as  to  have  diffisrent  pn^ierties,  either  ia 
^  relation  to  tfaenifelves,  or  to  other  beings,  we  mnft,  ac- 
**  cording  to  the  analogy  of  all  languages,  (ay  that  tbej 
"  are  three  different  beings,  or  fubftances." 

To  this  it  is  replied,  that  the  fame  being  may  poffeis  vexy 
different  properties.  Motion  b  totally  different  from 
thought.  The  one  belongs  to  body ;  the  other  to  miod. 
Yet  man,  who  poffeffes  both,  is  generally  allowed  to  l>e 
one  being  only.  There  are  fome  who  will  even  affert,  that 
foul  and  body  not  only  conftitute  one  being,  but  are  eflbn- 
txally  the  fame  principle  :  and  fuch  ought  certainly  to  be 
the  lafl  to  refufe  a  difference  of  properties  in  the  lame 
being.  Our  author  here  ufes  the  term  being  as  equivalent 
to  thing  or  fubjtance.  Now,  although  different  properties 
are  afcribed  to  the  three  adorable  perfons,  it  will  not  fol* 
low  that  they  are  three  different  beings^  that  is,  three  dif- 
ferent y»^/z/irfi.  For  there  can  be  no  difference  as  to  Inb- 
ftancci  where  there  are  the'  (ame  ejpmtial  properties.    But 

with 
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with  refped  to  the  holy  Trinitj,  no  difierence,  or  nAaet^ 
no  diiBndion  is  aflerted,  but  as  to  perftmal  propeitiet  onlj. 
To  recur  to  the  Do6tor'i  own  comparifon,  however  inade- 
qmte ;  therd  art  certain  ijfetdial  properties  that  diftingnifh 
human'  nature  from  every  other,  and  that  are  common  to 
all  the  individnab  pofleffing  it,  notwithflandiog  the  varioos 
mod^kaiiam  of  this  one  nature,  in  an  inconceivable  variety 
tdfirjiaal  properties.  Now,  fudi  perlonal  properties  oitfy 
are  aGoibed  to  Father,  Son,  and  Spirit,  as  neoeflaritly  cha* 
rafierizc  them  in  a  perfonal  relpeft. 

**  Suppofiog  agnn,'*  he  fays,  «  that  there  is  an  idmiky 
^  of  attributes  in  each  of  then,  ib  that,  being  cooEdered 
'^  otte  after  the  other,  no  difference  ihould  be  percaved  in 
**  them,  even  in  idea,  (as  may  be  fnppoled  to  be  the  cafe 
**  of  diree  men,  who  flionld  perfedly  refimAk  one  another 
*<  in  all  esfenul  and  internal  properties)  and  fuppefing, 
^  moreover,  that  there  ihould  be  a  perfeft  coincidence  in 
**  all  their  thoughts  and  aftions ;  though  there  might  be  a 
**  perfed  harmony  among  them,  and  th»  might  be  called 
'<  unUy^  they  would  ftill  hi  numtritaUy  ihrn.*'  The  au- 
thor pradically  ihews  the  danger  of  affimikting  things  in- 
finitely dtfoent.  For  even  when  he  employs  compariiba;, 
he  dcAroys  it.  He  firft  foppofitt  an  iitmMy  of  attributes. 
In  a  moment,  this  degenerates  into  a  mere^^wtifartfy.  The 
three  men  who  poffe(s  *'  an  nini^  of  attributes— pOrfieAtjr 
*<  nfiwihk  one  another."  The  fnppofition  of  ideiniiy  ne- 
ceflarily  iuggefied  the  idea  of  abfelute  tmiif.  But  tl^  alfo 
dies  away  into  mere  harmomyt  or  agreement.  But  fuppo- 
fing  that  sdiMiiiyf  with  the  idea  of  which  he  feti  out,  the 
perfons  would  be,  indeed,  mumrically  ihret^  as  peribns ; 
but  with  refpeft  to  effenoe,  mmm$neaUy  one.  For  where 
diere  b  not  a  mere  re&mUance,.but  an  abCdnte  iameneis 
of  attributes,  there  is  undivided  umiy  of  nature.  Thjs 
ihews  the  falfity  of  his  infjerence ;  ''  Conieqaeatly,  though 
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**  the  Father,  SoQi  tod  Spirit  had  no  real  dMerencca,  bat, 
■^  as  has  been  iaid,  they  had  die  moft  perfed  identity  of 
^  nature,  die  mofi  entire  nnitj  of  will,  and  cooient  of  la- 
^  telleA,  and  an  inccflant  co-operation  in  the  exertion  of 
««  common  powers  to  a  common  purpofe,  yet  woold  thej, 
^  according  to  the  analogy  of  language,  not  be  omt  Cod, 
^  but  tbret  Gods ;  or  which  u  the  £une,  tfaey  woold  be 
*^  three  beings  with  equal  divine  natures,  joft  as  the  three 
^  men  woold  be  three  beings,  with  eqoal  human  natnies." 
In  this  reafoning  the  premiies  deftroy  the  conclufion.  For 
there  cannot  be  three  beings,  where  there  is  *<  the  moft 
<<  perfed  idendty  of  nature."  For  that  alone  is  caDcd 
ferfeB  idetuiiy^  which  excludes  any  diftinffion  of  being. 
The  Doftor  vainly  endeavours  to  fupport  this  tottering 
flrufture,  by  fuppofing  an  abfurdity,  vns*  dimt  the  three 
men  would  be  thne  beimgt^  with  equat  bumam  maimres." 
Theie  three  men  might  indeed  be  called  three  beings  \  each 
tsjBimgfeparaiely  bom  another.  But.it  will  not  follow, 
that  three  divine  perfons  muft  be  diree  beings ;  unlefi  it 
can  be  proved,  that  God  has  given  us  our  outn  nature  as 
the  ftandard  by  which  we  are  to  judge  of  his.  But  al- 
though thefe  men  might  be  called  three  beings,  it  wookl 
not  be  faid  that  they  had  equal  human  natures,  Notwith- 
ftanding  all  the  difference  between  individuals,  we  fay  that 
they  have  one  common  nature  :  and  the  lefs  the  difference, 
or  in  other  words,  the  more  "  perfe6Uy  they  refemble  one 
**  another  in  external  and  internal  properties,"  the  clearer 
is  the  evidence  of  their  pofTeiling  one  nature  only. 

Our  author's  philofophy  is  not  much  better  than  his 
theology.  For  he  confounds  thofe  very  terms,  which  have 
been  invented  for  the  purpofe  of  dif^indtion.  ^*  The  term 
**  beings**  he  fays,  "  may  be  predicated  of  every  thing 
**  without  diilindion  ;  but  the  term  per/on  is  limited  to  in- 
'*  telligent  beings.     Three  men,  therefore,  are  not  only 
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*'  three  beingf,  but  likewife  three  perfons ;  the  former  is 
<'  the^mtri,  and  the  latter  the  /pedes"  Being  cannot  be 
the^anKXy  unlefs  it  can  be  laid  with  propriety,  that  tbingt 
and  kimd  of  things  are  terms  of  the  fame  import.  For  as 
'*  the  term  being  may  be  predicated  of  every  things**  genus 
or  kind  is  that  term  which  denotes  one  dais  oS  things  whiqfi 
di£Sur  from  others.  Genus  is  the  firft  diftin&ion  under  being. 
When  we  fpeak  oi  genus ^  we  nndonbtedly  mean  the  parti- 
cular iliW  of  being*  Thus,  under  the  univerial  idea  con- 
veyed by  the  term  beings  we  fay  that  animal  i&  one  genus. 
Our  author  is  chargeable  with  a  fimilar  error,  in  the  defi- 
nition oi  per/on.  This  is  by  no  means  iht /pedes.  It  fig- 
nifies  an  indiwdssaloi  a  certain  fpedes.  As  anima/ia  the 
genus f  man  is  the  j^nVi,  and  per/on  the  individual.  There- 
fore, the  Do&or  reafons  erroneoufly,  when  he  fays,  that^ 
'*  93  per/on  is  a  fpecies,  comprehended  under  the  genus 
'*  being"  the  Father,  Son,  and  Spirit  '*  muft  be  three 
^  beings,  as  well  as  three  perfons."  For  •  the  aflumption 
being  fidfe,  the  condufion  cannot  be  true.  As  per/on  is 
not  z /pedes f  but  only  an  individual,  all  that  can  be  infer- 
red, is,  that  thefe  three  perfons  are  three  individuals. 

There  are  fiud  to  be  two  general  tefts  of  the  truth  or 
faUebood  of  any  argument.  The  firft  b,  Whether  the 
premifes  contain  the  condufion  ?  We  have  .already  feen 
that  Dr  P.'s  reafoning  does  not  ftand  this  teft.  The  fecond 
is.  Whether  in  the  different  members  of  the  ar|niment,  the 
terms  are  taken  precifely  in  the  fame  ieniie  ?  For  where- 
cver  this  is  not  the  cafe,  the  reafoning  is  fophiftical.  Let 
us  now  apply  this  fecond  teft  ;  and  we  fliall  find  that  Dr 
P.  pays  no  refped  to  this  kind  of  unity.  He  firft  ufes  the 
term  beii^  as  the  genus.  **  Being.*'  he  fays,  **  is  the  g^us ;" 
Then  it  aflumes  the  ftate  of  a  /pedes^  according  to  his 
ftrange  definition  of  the  latter  term.    For  **  the  perfon,'* 
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that  hf  tbefpiciiSf  **  is  not  the  le6  ft  inm^  on  thoMeonnt" 
One  while  he  maktAperfom  a  Jpe^Ui ;  dicn,  tbe^ont*,  as 
appears  from  the  fiune  oMnrvatiM:  ^  Tht petfimmvOi 
^  the  left  a  Mnf  on  this  aocoont ;"  that  is,  the  j^em  b 
not  the  leis  ^ginus.  The  end  of  all  this  is,  that  he  aiaj 
fTOve  the  indimidua!  to  be  both  gemu  and  J^ecia.  *^  As 
^  perfoa  is  zj^iciis^  comprehended  onder  thre  gems  hekg^ 
**  they  mod  be  three  beings,  as  Wdl  as  three  perGons ;" 
that  is,  adhering  to  his  own  definitiona,  three  gnura^  as 
^•Tell  as  three  J^eciit.  I  will  prov^  any  thing  yon  {rfeafe, 
if  yon  allow  me,  not  only  to  ufe  terms  in  whatever  feafe  I 
ehoofe  to  impofe  on  them,  how  oppofite  toewer  to  dm 
ordinarily  adopted ;  but  to  change  the  ftak  of  diefe  terms, 
as  often  as  I  find  it  neceflary. 

But  we  have  another  fpecimen  of  die  DoAor^s  reajbgatg 
powers,  in  the  words  immediately  foOowing  what  has  been 
already  quoted :  *'  The  term  God  is  a  fab^vifion  nadcr 
**  the  term  pirfon^  becauie  we  define  Cvod  to  be  an  tatcl- 
*'  ligent  being,  poflefTed  of  all  poflible  perfedions.  Coofe- 
'*  quently,  if  the  Father,  Son,  and  Spirit,  be  each  of  them 
*'  pofTeiTed  of  all  pofGble  perfeftions,  which  is  not  denied, 
*•  they  arc  each  of  them  a  perfon^  each  of  them  a  betnj^ 
**  and  each  of  them  a  God ;  and  what  is  this  but  making 
<'  three  Gods  /"  Our  author  is  fo  confident  of  the  foundoefs 
of  this  reafoning,  that  he  adds,  in  the  proper  ilyle  of  gaf- 
conade ;  '*  Let  any  Trinitarian  avoid  this  condnfioo  froai 
^*  thefe  principles,  or  aflume  other  principles  more  jnft  and 
<<  natural,  if  he  can."  But  Te  Deum  has  been  fometimes 
fung  without  a  viftory.  All  that  is  neceflar j,  in  replji 
is,  to  try  how  this  definition  of  the  term,  God^  will  agree 
with  that  nature  to  which  our  author  wiOies  to  liken  the 
divine.  *'  The  term  man  is  a  fub-divifion  under  die  term 
**  perfottt  becauie  we  define  man  to  be  an  intelligent  beiog 
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"  poflefled  of  certain  perfbftions.  Confcqaently,  if  Peter, 
'^  James,  and  John,  be  each  of  them  poflefled  of  all  periec- 
"  tions''  eflential  to  human  nature,  ^  which  is4iot  denied, 
'<  they  are  each  of  them  a  pirfoni*  that  is,  according  to 
the  &rmer  definition,  aj^tdes ;  *'  each  of  them  a  heiug^* 
that  is,  as  alio  fiormerlj  defined,  ^i  geumsi  **  and  each  of 
^  them  a  man"  that  is,  A/vb-dhifiau  under  the  term  per^ 
^  fom;  and  what  is'thb  but  making  tine  genera^  three 
^  fyeatty  and  three  fub-divijions  /*'  Although  we  learn  from 
the  DoAor,  that  he  has  taught  Greei^  no  man  wiU  fufpeft 
that  he  has  ever  taught  Logic. 

He  fubjoins ;  **  This  definition  of  the  word  pcrftm^  as 
''  applied  to  the  doftrine  of  the  Trinitj,  will  perhaps  be 
^  objefied  to ;  but  if  anj  .other  definition  be  given,  I  will 
#'  venture  to  aflert,  that  it  might  as  well  be  faid  that  the 
''  Father,  Son,  and  Spirit  are  three  Airacaiahras^  as 
^  three  per/ons.  Thej  will'be  equally  words  without 
^  meaning."  Our  author,  in  his  blafphemoos  bolduefi^ 
fpeaks  as  if  vn/dom  were  to  die  with  him.  .  He  denies  that 
words  can  have  any  meaning,  unlefi  uied  in  his  own  lenfe  i 
that  is,  in  a  fenle  direfily  contrary  to  that  in  which  they 
have  been  ufed,  either  by  learned  pr  unlearned,  fior  thoa- 
iands  of  years.  Unlels  you  uHlowperJom  to  be  zj^edes,  and 
the  individMal  to  be  a  fub-diffifion  under  perjirn^  according 
to  the  dedifion  of  this  in&UiUe  Doftor,  your  language  is 
VfAhottt  meaming.  For  my  paru  I  chfeR  not  to  his  *'  4efi- 
'<  nition  of  the  word  ferfom  as  applied  to  the  dodrine  of 
^  the  TriniqTf "  but  even  as  applied  to  the  doQrine  of  hu- 
man nature. 

With  refped  to  the  explanations  which  ibme  have  at* 
tempted  to  give  of  the  mode  of  the  Son's  exiflence,  00 
which  our  author  animadverts  in  the  remaining  part  of 
dm  leflion ;  I  do  not  confider  myfelf  as  bound  to  definid 
tbesi.    All  fiMb  czphnations  are  beyo^id  oar  fpbere ;  and 
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riicy  have  generally  darkened  counfcl  by  words  «idiDDC 
knowledge.  To  attempt  to  explain  a  fcripioral  dodrme, 
believed  and  acknowledged  to  be  a  myftery,  b  nearly  k. 
foolifh  snd  prel'umptuous  as  co  objed  to  it,  becauEe  it  L  a 
.  inyflery.  To  fay,  that  "  the  divine  intelled  is  fo  e.xcntd 
"  on  icfelf,  that  the  eriftence  of  the  Son  neceflatily  flom 
"  Irom  it  i"  is  fpeaking  of  the  things  of  God  wiibont  any 
warrant  from  God  himfelf.  If  this  dodrinc  of  the  Trinity 
te  believed,  it  muff  receive  our  fcith,  not  becaufe  we  com- 
prehend, but  becaufe  God  has  revealed  it.  On  this  fubje^ 
for  the  purpofc  of  reconciling  the  minds  of  othera,  or  of 
diftinguifhing  truth  from  error,  good  men  ha%-e  invented 
various  terms,  which,  I  am  convinced,  have  dose  great 
injury  to  the  caufe.  Even  that- affcrtion,  that  "  the  Father 
"  communicates  the  divine  effence  to  the  Son,"  although 
ijfcd  by  almoft  every  orthodos  writer,  appears  to  me  ua. 
fupported  by  Scripture,  and  dangerous  in  itfelf.  To  fpeal 
of  a  communicated  efTence,  and  yet  of  an  underived  deity, 
feems  to  be  a  real  contradiftion.  I  believe  that  there  is  i 
commnnion  in  the  divine  eflcilcc  unoag  all  the  >donbk 
.  perfons,  that  it  equally  belongs.to  each.  Bat  that  ooe  per- 
fon  owes  his  divine  nature  to  another,  ia  language  U  whiA 
I  can  affix  no  fcriptural  idea.  There  can  be  no  commnai- 
cation  of  effence  on  the  one  hand,  whhoot  derivation  co 
tbe  other :  and  how  can  there  be  derivation  without  iii&- 
rtority  ?  ?%;  Father  hatL^  given  to  tht  Som  to  bavt  ^*  m 
him/elf,  in  the  fame  refpefl  in  vhich  he  iati  givtm  Urn  aa- 
thority  to  execute  JK^gmtnt  aifi, — ieetoffo  Be  it  tit  Sam  ^ 
man,  John  v.  36,  27<  The  Son,  eflentially,  it  n  properly 
tbe  origio  of  til  life  as  the  Father.  'He  ia  Mteejmify  ia. 
But  the  right  oFholding  all  divine  power  ia  his  perftn  « 
God-man,  and  of  exercifing  it,  in  aMivine  manner,  era 
in  the  homan  natore,  moA  be  aa  real^  matur  of  ^  ^f^"^' 
f  f  Off,  as  the  affiuRptioQ  of  dwt  natim. '  Thuaatf&pratf  iia 
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vohifttofy,  gift  or  cancejfflon.  It  is  fometimes,  as  here,  afcri- 
bed  to  the  Father,  odconomicallj  viewed  as  fufiaining  the 
honour  of  deity  in  the  work  of  our  redemption  i  at  other 
times,  to  God  eflientiaUj  confidered,  as  in  Col.  i.  19.  where 
*no  particular  perfon  is  mentioned  ;  It  pleajedy  that  in  him 
oUfiJlfufiJbQuld  dwell. 

With  refped  to  the  generation  of  the  Son,  our  author 
inquires,  ''  If^  for'  any  incomprehenfible  reafon,  this  my- 
^  fterious  power  of  generation  be  peculiar  to  the  Father, 
why  does  it  not  ftill^perate  ?  Is  he  not  an  unchangeable 
being  ?  the  (ame  now  that  he  was  from  the  beginning—*? 
^  Why  then  are  hot  more  fons  produced  ?"  Tbefe  words 
contain  their  own  anfwer.  The  Father  JHU  operates^  not 
in  producing  more  fom^  but  in  the  generation  of  this  Son ; 
bccaufe  he  is  an  unchangeable  bei^g.  For  we  are  not  to 
cof  ceive  of  this  generation,  as  if  it  were  an  aft  properly 
pa/If  but  as  eternally  pre/ent  in  the  divine  efience.  There- 
fore it  is  thus  exprefled,  Pfal.  ii.  7.  This  day  have  I  begotten 
thee.  It  is  fpoken  of  as  pqft^  in  condefcenfion  to  our  weak 
^preheniions,  to  denote  its  ^A;/f457io)f.  But*as  all  the  im- 
mement  ads  of  God,  as  they  have  been  called,  that  is,  thole 
that  are  properly  in  God  himfelf,  which  have  no  relaticm 
to  external  obje6b,  are  eternal  \  it  is  pre/ent y  with  refped 
to  endleis  duration.  For  m  fuch  a£b  there  is  no  beginning, 
progrels  or  end.  This  generation^  therefore,  is  eternally 
prefent  in  the  one  unalterable  day%oi  God. 

C    H    A    P.      V. 

A  con^fideration  of  the  Argument  againjl  the  Pre-exijlence  of 
Chrijlfrom  the  DoSirine  of  Materiality.  • 

T  HAVE  formerly  examined  Dr  P.'s  objeftions  to  the 
-*-  application  of  thofe  texts  which  are  brought  to  prove 
that  the  world  was  created  by  Chrift.     He  next  proceeds 
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to  ntCoii  tgunS  his  Pre-exidence  in  any  (cafe,  hcaa  the 
MvcHality  of  maa.  Re  rcfcn  totiis  Difquifiticiu  an  hlu- 
ur  aad  Spirit ;  io  which  be  pretend)  to  have  "  Qiewn  dui 
"  there  is  no  more  reafia  wbj  a  man  fhauld  be  liippofe) 
"  to  have  an  ioifnatenal  principle,  than  that  »  dog  Ikoold 
**  have  otte  *."  Had  the  wile  lata  been  as  grcu  a  pioi' 
dent  in  wifdom  as  our  author,  he  might  have  ^ven  a  hr 
nofe  emphatic  reprefeatatiaa  of  the  advama-ge  of  liici  than 
dial  which  occtm  in  Ecd  ix.  4.  He  undoubtedly  wooU 
h»vt  faid  that  "  a  living  dog  is  better  than  a  dead  aaa." 
Oar  author  is  certainly  entitled  to  our  aiknowkd^eniB, 
for  the  exalted  idem&  be  gives  bs  of  out  nature.  And  who 
can  refill  that  be  does  honour  to  his  Maker,  by  gtviag  (b 
fiattertng  a  pifiure  of  tit  imag*  of  Goif 

I  {ball  not  pretend  to  enter  philofophically  into  this  Cub- 
jcA.  For  I  ana  not  a&amcd  to  coafcfs  that  I  inerj}  not 
.tht  v)ay  oftht  Spirit,  ^ay  noorc  than  I  know  htnu  the  h^»a 
^rmo  in  tht  vjorab  ofhrr  that  ii  with  thild.  The  difficulty 
of  imagining  ^ny  connexion  between  the  vijtbii  malttr  and 
the  imi^if  pnotri  oi  whieh  1  dog,  b  pluit,  or  «  it^gBHf 
tt  pofleffrd,  ia  the  ifaioa  aQgaed  by  Dr  P.  ft>i  Atnyiag  ^ 
cadfience  of  iools.  But  u  we  do  not  deaj  tbeb  iwoifihte 
ftwtft,  tbt  eSeSta  of  which  ai^  certain,  becm&  we  cunot 
account  for  their  eotnUKtoM  with  vi,fiiii  mtUtrt  we  can 
have  no  more  groaod  for  denying  that  the  tint/Zli  fowtr 
may,  in  [bme  inltenceg,  be  c^entially'diSSereat  from  the 
vi/i&U  mattfT,  jtt  fo  contufted  with  it  at  to  be  the  (puree 
of  operation.  Is  it  inquired,  If  ow  are  we  to  mark  the  dif- 
ference \  It  is  acknowledged  that  mere  Philofbphy  leaves 
OS  greatly  in  the  dark.  Bat  die  Oo^or's  mode  of  mJbD- 
ing  Icems  to  im|dy  t'refa(s1  of  any  aid  from  Reveht^. 
How  mnch  (bercr  I  may  be  at  a  loli  to  acooont  Sor  the 
^letations  of  irratioaal  creatutes^  if  Revchttoo  iufbnni  me, 
■     thit 
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that  thej^rit  of  a  biaji  gotth  dfnomvard^  and  that  ihi  heafis 
fteriflf  ;  ivhUe  at  the  fame  time  it  aftires  me,  that,  although 
the  dufi  of  man  riiiltrn$  to  the  earth  as  it  waSf  the  Jfirit 
JhaU  return  unto  Cod  who  gave  iff  I  certainly  oagbt  either 
cndrelj  to  lay  afide  Revelation,  or  to  believe  that  there  is 
an  eflential  difierence  between  die  firatne  of  man  «id  that 
of  a  beafi  ^  nay,  that,  aceording  to  the  difiiadionf  made  in 
die  language  of  infpiration,  two  prinotples  eflentialiy  dif- 
ferent go  to  the  conftitation  of  hn  frame.  I  had  better 
deny  Revelation  at  once^  than  difbelieve  that  there  is  an 
tunumeraUe  company  of  angels^  and  that  the  ffirits  ofjuft 
men  made  ptrfeB  exift  in  a  difembodied  ftate.  I  cannot 
tonceivey  how  God  fliould  fay,  /am  the  God ff  A^rahofh^ 
the  God  of  IfaaCf  andthe  Cod  of  Jaeob^  if  thefe  perfons, 
when  this  language  was  oiled,  had  no  more  eziftence  than 
the  dnft  of  the  earth  ;  and  fitr  IelS^  how  Jefos  coold  make 
thb  inference,  Cod  is  not  the  God  of  the  deai^  but  of  the 
things  Mat.  xzii.  3a.  For  according  to  Dr  P.'s  principles, 
the  itifereoce,  however  Ettk  to  the  purpofe,  ougnt  to  have 
been ;  *^  God  it  not  the  God  of  the  Eving  only,  hot  alfo  of 
^  the  dead.'* 

The  Dofior,  however,  feenn  folly  fiitisSed  that  his  rea- 
foning  *'  is  cpnclufive  againft  the  dodrine  of  a  fou^  and 
^  confequendy  againft  the  whole  fyftem  of  pre-eziftence« 
^  If  Peter,  James,  and  John,"  he  fays,  **  had  no  pre-ezift- 
^  ent  ftate,  it  muft  be  contrary  to  all  analogy  to  fuppofir 
^  Jefiis  to  have  pre  ezifted  *."  'Sat  there  is  one  fpecies  of 
analogy^  to  which  Dr  P.  fiids  it  not  a  little  difficult  to 
prove  that  this  is  amtrary.  I  mean  the  analogy  of  faith. 
It  is  to  be  feared,  that  this  do6hine  goes  fiuther  than  he 
inay  be  willing  to  confeis,  even  to  the  denial  of  the  Father 
%  irf  Spirits.  For  if  it  be  inconceivable  that  a  fpirit  (hould 
ezift  diftindly  from  matter,  he  muft  either  deny  ^  being 
of  God,  or  aflert  thafrGod  is  a  material  baiof. 
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^^[hc  tour,  iadetd,  a  tbe  lubinl  c«ii&ctu«nce  of  the  S»* 
^■ifaa  doArme.  For  diej'  t£:nbe  tboie  propoiies  to  G«t 
whi^  ixJoa(i:  ta  naMtrr.  Thev  t^esy  tbu  be  »  «  fimpfecr 
itiici)mpoQn<l«d  Being-  Tbej  d^nj  tbu  he  b  infiailg>»iia& 
biog  e3UiitM&  [o  ihc  diviae  lutiire.  Sootc  of  tbit  pet-' 
-finfioa  tn*c  gone  the  length  of  atmbating  a  bodfl;  fhafic 
to  Cod  I  M  ihc  learned  Oweo  huh  proTcd  in  Int  ezmi- 
nvuA  of  Bidiilc'i  CUtechifn  *,  This  ieems  to  haw  hen 
till  ■  feautc  of  the  Uattarun  bercfj.  For  [he  auibx  flC 
ibc  Ctimt^mr  HmmiIiu,  vba  ii  liiinied  b;  Dt  P.  u  xa  U4^ 

tssiw,  nake&  Petei  expieii  hu  own  t'cadnients  mm iiin 

Gcd  in  ihu  manaer :  **  He  who  Imlj  extlb,  a  Im  wtefil 
"  Jartm  \i  borne  bj  the  ioify  of  maa ;  on  which  accodot  iIk 
"  hcavcto,  and  all  the  fbtn,  though  more  cxccUeat  in  thejjf 
"  Daiure,  have  coniiaaed  in  a  tlatc  of  fublieririencj  to  hia, 
"  mho  is  tnCerior  according  to  tSeact,  becaule  of  ihe^fs 
"  of  him  who  k  fuperior,"  vrs.  God  t. 

On  the  other  band,  Sociaians  have  afcribcd  the  cScotitl 
{itopcrtics  of  God  to  matter.  It  iecaa  to  be  too  wett- 
:ouoded  3  charge,  thu  tlicj  \\oid  k  to  be  eternal,  in  the 
bmc  took  'm  which  thcj  alinibd  ctendty  to-  God.  Tbej 
go  HOC  fb  &r  H  the  foHowcis  of  Ariftwle,  who  aflmed 
ithat  the  world  ciiQcd  firom  eternity  in  a  i^»]ar  flat*. 
But  lor  obce  thej  are  Platomiai^g  Civifiiamu  Here  tb^ 
liave  firaiD^  a  verj  curiaos  fjrflem.  VoUtelius  affiiuu  tbU 
,  **  God  is  laid  to  have  crcaied  the  world  of  aothing,  hetaole 
•"he  formed  it  out  of  Shaix."  This  is  a  Sorinian  tAj&txj. 
He  made  the  world  ofttotbimg,  hccBiife  he  made  it  ofjomt- 
thing:  He  al(o  lajs  that  "  thele  words,  Tbt  earth  tuof 
,**  witioitf/o/7BaW  voft^  dcfaihe  the  ftue  of  tiling  before 
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•«  the  creBtnm  ♦••  Dr  P,  infinuates  (bmethbg  of  the  lame 
nature,  ^rticn  he  lays,  that  ««  what  is  called  the  Mojtdc 
♦*  creation  was  probably— the  n-making^  or  re-tonjliiutimg 
^  of  the  world,  out  of  a  former  chaos  f^^ 

CHAP.     Vi; 

X)f  the  ohjeQion  to  the  DoElrine^  that  It  would  be  of  no  XJfe^ 
although  it  were  true. 

DR.  Priestley  concludes  this  ^bt  of  his  work  widi  an 
inquiry  in  to  the  uie(rf  the  dodrine  of  the  Trinity.  Ac- 
cording to  him,  **  all  that  can  be  iaid  for  it,-  is  that  the  doic-  * 
^*  trine,  however  improbable  in  it&lf^  is  neceflary  to  explain 
^  foine  particular  texts  of  ibriptnre ;  and  that  if  it  had  not 
^  been  fi&r  thofe  pardcolar  texts,  we*ihould  have  found  no 
^  want  of  it.  For  there  is  neither  any  £siA  in  nature,  nor  an j 
^  one  purpote  of  morals  (which  are  the  objed  and  end  of  all 
^  religion)  that  requires  it  t*"    He  difbovers  no  occafion  ixx 
E  three-one  God ;  and  there  are  many  who  would  be  plea- 
fed  that  there  were  no  God.     But  the  wiihes  or  opinions  of 
eidier  are  of  no  weight  in  the  (cale  of  truth.    If  this  doc« 
trine  be  really  **  neceflary  to  explain  Come  particular  texts," 
and  Socinians'  have  never  been  able  to  prove  die  contrary, 
it  ought  to  be  believed,  although  we  fliould  not  otherwife 
di&em  the  nfe  of  it.     There  are  many  of  the  works  of 
God,  the  utility  of  whidi  we  cannot  perceive.     Shall  we, 
therefore,  dare  to  £iy  that  he  hath  made  them*  in  vain? 
Thb  kind  of  reafoning  has  too  much  the  appearance  of 
calling  God  to  give  an  account  of  bis  matters.    Would  it 
be  great  prefumption  in  the  clay  to  fiiy  to  the  potter,  Why 
haft  thou  made  me  tints  /  And  is  i{  not  unfpeakably  greater 
prefumption  to  fiiy,  Why  art  thou  thus?  Why  daft  thou 
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As  %'— pf>  For  Mm  tkmt  niirl  wmiB 
tiaii€ijSd^^6.  Now,  «e  ooKit  tra!j bdbvc Ike 
Miycif  God,  I  ifh—  Wicng  thsit  fc  «^  or  «^ii»*ac^ 
corcfii^  to  dhat  iculiaiutt  ^^kk  be  s  pksM  to  g^  «f 
tefiidr  is  d^  wofd.  i^  iHaciR,  be  mrak  kinrfBir  » 
a  thxce-€iK  God,  sad  wt^  mtkaamkAgt  one  perfin  oolf  , 
■or  m  God^  botasiidfllof  our  ownimagi* 
WUbmi  ths/oM  ir  »  ff^pjmfc  <a/i&i^«fli. 
Foe  all  ootsracd  worwp  ■  obj^  uk  ciathing  of  that  vihkb 
is  rmifrafcid  £nom  tbe  fenflde  tj9*  Tbere  ia  aainwaid 
worlhip  of  a  twofirid  oatore,  irfndi»  armrdtng  to  die  fiaae 
of  o«r  iboh;  ^ra  owe  t)9  God.    We  owe  fabn  t|ie  tmMt 

•r 


t:iiap.  Vl.  of  the  Triniey.  sg^ 

• 

of  the  iindeillandingy  and  of  the  will.  Unleft,  by  fSedth, 
we  fubjed  our  tmderftandings  to  his  authority  in  the  reve- 
lation which  he  gives  df  himfelf,  we  can  never  truly  ho- 
nour him  with  the  worfhip  of  our  wills.  For  the  will, 
when  properly  regulated,  immediately  and  ftrifUy  follows 
the  direSion  of  the  underftanding.  We  can  neither  em- 
brace nor  adhere  to  the  true  God,  unleis  we  know  him  in 
this  charaAen  If  we  have  not  juft  apprehenfions  of  him, 
we  radically  err  as'  to  morals.  For  it  is  only  by  fiiith  that 
we  can  either  know  or  do  what  is  well-pleafing  in  his  fight. 
We  muft  be  transformal^  hy  the  nnewing  of  our  mimbf 
THAT  we  may  prove  what  is  thai  goody  and  acceptahity  and 
peffeB  Villi  of  Gody  Rom.  xii.  2.  But  the  great  mean  of 
this  transformation  is  faith,  efpecially  |s  beholding  a  Divine 
Saviour  in  the  glafs  of  the  word,  and  depending  on  the 
gracious  operation  of  the  Lord  the  Spiriiy  3  Gor.  iii.  18. 

It  may  be  &id,  that  the  principles  of  morality  are  (b 
plain,  that  there  can  be  no  difpute,  or  even  doubt  about 
them*  But  if  we  entertain  wrong  apprehenfions  concern- 
ing the  divine  perfe&ions,  we  can  have  none  that  are  right 
with  refped  to  moral  duty.  The  nature  of  moral  evil 
can  never  be  known  to  thoiie  who  think  that  God  is  alto- 
^'ether  fuch  a  one  as  themfelveSy  and  that  he  will  not  require 
iatis&£lion  for  their  fin.  Socinians  afford  a  ftriking  proof 
of  this.  They  refiife  to  believe  the  teftimony  of  God 
eoncerning  his  perfeflions,  and  the  bperadons  flowing  from 
thefe.  They  materially  ejed  faidi  from  their  fyflem  of 
religion.  Hence  they  err  as  to  the  end  of  all  morals.  Now 
the  end  regulates  the  nature  of  every  a^on.  They  hope 
%o  appeafe  God,  and  make  an  atonement  for  fin,  by  their 
own  obedience.  This  defht>ys  the  adion.  For  the  Spirit  of 
God  afiures  us,  that  as  many  as  art  of  the  works  of  the 
lawy  that  is,  as  (eek  juflification*  by  their  own  works,  arf 
undtr  tb$  curfey  Cral.  iii.  10.     Our  repentance  and  refor- 
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matioii  can  be  no  atonement  for  paft  tranigrtffioii;  becaofc 
we  owe  the  duty  of  every  moment  for  it£el£  Tbe  line 
of  obedience  is  hopeleis.  For  the  Etbiopiam  may  cbuge 
Us  JkiHt  ond  the  leopard  bis  fpoiSy  as  /oom  as  we  vAo  hem 
teem  ac^uftomed  to  do  evU  can  learn  to  do  wetL  In  confe- 
<|uence  of  refufing  to  believe  in  a  Trinity,  oar  anthor,  tkt 
he  may  be  confident  with  hiynfel^  finds  it  neceflary  to  denj 
the  miffion.of  a  divine  Peribn,  and  the  whole  of  that  tio- 
rious  work  of  obedience  and  fuffering/  by  whidi  htisth 
mdof  the  law  for  righteoujnefs  to  every  one  that  beHeoet^ 
and  by  which  aUb  he  fanElifies  the  people^  enabling  them  to 
walk  in  newnefs  of  life.  Or  fhall  we  rather  fiippofe  that  he 
can  fee  no  occafion  for  a  fecond  Perfon  to  redeem,  becmfe 
he  ''  finds  no  want  q£"  2,  real  redemption  ?  This  we  knov, 
7hey  that  be  whole  need  not  a  Phjffician. 

We  have  the  Dodor's  own  teflimony  :  **  Whatever  mij 
**  be  meant  by  the  redemption  of  the  worlds  is  not  the  being 
**  who  made  it  equal  to  that  alfo  ?'*  And  we  never  thoogbt 
of  afcribing  it  to  any  other  being.  *^  If  his  creatures  of- 
"  fend  him,"  he  further  fays,  "  and  by  repentance  and  rc- 
*•  formation  become  the  proper  objeds  of  his  forgivcncfe 
^  is  it  not  more  natural  to  fuppofe  that  he  has,  within  hiR- 
*^  felfj  a  power  of  forgiving  them,  and  of  reftoring  them  to 
"  his  favour,  without  the  ftrange  expedient  of  another  per- 
<*  fon,  fiilly  equal  to  himfelf,  condefcending  to  animate  a  ha- 
«*  man  body,  and  dying»for  them  ••"  It  is  enough  for  us  to 
know  that  God  hath  expreisly  declared,  he  unli  by  no  mams 
clear  the  guilty^  or  hold  fin  innocent^  £xod.  xxxiv.  7.  This 
being  the  cafe,  it  is  vain  to  talk  about  what  power  he  baib 
in  himfelf  We  know  that  he  hath  no  power  to  deny  bimr 
felfi  for  thb  would  imply  imperfeftion.  No  creature  cas 
make  atonement  for  his  own  fin.  For  there  would  be 
much  fin  eyeu  in  his  ^empts  to  fiitisfy.  And  he  tiet 
offindeth  in  one  pointy  is  guilty  of  all.     As  the  curfe  of  the 
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law  miift  be  foftained,  this  could  be  done  b j  none  but  a  di- 
ynnit  Perfon.  For  if  tbouy  Lord^  Jbouldji  mark  iniquiiiiSy  O 
Urdy  njohoJbaUficmdf 

The  Dodor  adds  indeed ;    ''  We  never  think  of-  any 
«  finular  expedient  in  order  to  forgive,  with  the  greateft 
H  propriety  and  effefi,  offences  committed  by  our  children 
f*..againft  ourlelves."     But  fuppoiing  this  to  be  true,  is  diere 
ny  parallel?  Are  not  all  thele,  even  the  greateft,  but  a 
lew  pence;  compared  with  many  talents  ?  We  are  fiu*  from 
wihing  ftridly  to  compare  the  operations  of  God  with 
dwCe  of  man.     But  he  hath  condefcended  to  reprefent  hb 
works  in  language  borrowed  firom  creatures,  that  diey 
might  thus, be  able  to  form  fbme  apprehenfions  of  them, 
fliU  remembexing  that  there  is  an  infinite  difparity.     In  the 
pxelient  inftance  there  is  ibme-  refemblance.      A  perioo, 
equal  in  rank*  has  often  found  it  neceflary  to  intercede 
wilb  an  earthly  parent  for  pardon  to  an  undutiful  child. 
How  often  has  this  office  been  performed  by  one  of  die 
liarents  towards  the  other  ?  Even  when  a  parent  refj^lves 
'  to  forgive,  in  order  to  the  pre&rvation  of  his  dignity  and 
•odiority,  does  he  not  (bmetimes  fecretly  employ  another 
peifon  to  intercede  for  the  tranfgreflbr  ?  Nay,  is  it  not  com- 
mon among  men,  that,  for  the  reconciliation  of  a  creditor 
to  a  debtor,  a  third  perfon  interpofes,  and  pays  the  debt,  as 
0be  only  mean   of   obtaining  deliverance  ixx  the  latter 
firom  the  rigour  of  law  ?  If  this  be  done  valtmtarifyy  would 
any  one  charge  the  creditor  with  injuiiice  ?  Our  author, 
with  confiderable  art,  confines  the  comparifon  to  the  con- 
dnft  of  a  parent.     One  in  this  relation,  indeed,  is  generally 
apt  to  err  on  the  fide  of  indulgence.     But  when  a  very 
heinous  offence  is  committed  by  a  child  againft  a  parent, 
the  filial  tie,  inftead  of  being  an  ezcufe,  is  jufUy  confidered 
as  a  great  aggravation. 

Perhi^  it  may  be  £ud,  that  '^  even  fuppofing  the  nccef- 
fity  of  infinite  fatis&ftion,  there  is  no  ufe  for  the  do&rine 
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of  9,  plnnKty  of  perfbns ;  becaufe,  it  bang  gnoted  dm 
the  SoQi  in  making  atonement,  fadaficd  his  ovn  jaBoot  ai 
God,  as  well  as  that  of  theTather,  all  this  mig^  have  been 
as  well  done  by  one  perfdn.    It  is  indeed  tme,  thai  ^ 
Son  fiitisfied  his  own  jufiicey  hot  not  incunediatelj.    Tbe 
ftooement  was  properly  direded  to  God  effcntiaHy  ooofi- 
deted  in  the  perfbn  of  the  Father,  ccconomicaUy  a&ing  s 
the  Judgt  of  alli  whereas  the  iecond  Perfbn  is  to  be  view- 
ed immediately  in  this  traniadion,  as  emptying  Umf^^  sad 
fiiflajning  the  form  of  a  ftnumt.     This  idea  is  fax  man 
9onfiflent  with  the  digility,  order  and  beauty  of  die  divine 
opefatiobi,  than  if  it  were  fuppofiBd  that  one  peribn  aSed 
a^  judge  and  forety,  as  both  inflifting  and  bearing  the  ponift- 
inent.    The  Dofior  wiQ  not  refiife,  that,  according  toiA 
jiuft  ideas  of  human  govenunent,  the  fiate  is  the  foveittgia 
and  judge,  and  that  the  tranigreflbr  is  amenable  to  die 
whole.    Yet  for  the  purpofes  of  order  and  dignity,  fixictf 
voluntarily  vefb  its  powers  in  one  or  more  individnak 
Tbu9  althouj^  the  tranfgreiTor^  in  atoning  for  his  crimen 
may  be  (aid  to  make  iatisfa£tion  to  himfelf,  in  as  &r  as  ke 
is  a  member  o&the  ftate ;  this  fatisfa£lion  is  more  imme- 
diately direfted  to  others,  who  are  the  reprefentativcs  of 
the  whole. 

It  is  alfo  more  confonant  to  our  ideas  of  divine  proprictj, 
that,  on  the  fuppofition  of  a  gracious  purpofe  to  redeem  loft 
man  by  an  infinite  price,  the  glory  of  the  Godhead  llioiiU 
be  obfcured,  as  to  its  difplay,  in  one  perfon  only,  than  that 
it  ihould  be  thus  obfcured  in  the  whole  extent  of  its  iob- 
liftence. 

Thofe  who  aflert  that  there  is  but  one  perfon  in  God,  d 
confequence  deny  the  miffion  of  a  divine  Perfon.  It  is  £ud, 
that  one  divine  peribn  can  accompliih  all  that  is  fuppofed 
to  be  included  in  this  work  ?  But  even  among  men,  when  • 
fovereign' treats  with  rebek,  he  juftly  reckons  i(  moie  confi- 
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BBC  with  hb  dignity  to  ei^fdoy  an  ambafTador;  while^attlfe 
ne  time,  he  generally  demdoftrates  the  ferioaiheis  of  hit 
te&tioos,  and  the  regard  he  has  for  his  ungrateful  fubjedi, 
f  cmploymg  one  of  diftinguiihed  ratik!    And  fiirelj  the 
\gpitj  of  God  tie  Judge  of  a// is  more  confpicuoos  in  hit 
nplojtng  m  meflenger,  while  his  love  is  eminendj  dif* 
yjQd  in  the  effential  greatneft  of  the  Perfon  fent.    The 
oc4  ^  ^^  vinejard  fidd,  Tbej^  mtt  r^erp0e  mf  San. 
W  iatb  Jpokin  unto  m-^^iy  tie  Son.    As  h  is  moft  con^ 
lei^  with  the  gjbrj  of  God,-  that  he  Ihoqld  employ  a 
[eflbogevy  we  cannot  form  an  idea  of  any  ^an  diat  has 
idi  •  tendency  to  afieft  the  tninds  of  men  with  a  {enfe  of 
le  importance  of  the  gofpel-meflTage,  as  its  being  delivered 
Y  lum  who  is  the  fellow  of  the  Lord  of  hoAs. 
While  it  was  the  will  of  Gdd  to  illnftrate  the  greatnels  of 
xr  fidyaticn  by  thb  very  manner  of  its  revelation,  the  infi* 
tie  difiance  of  man  required  that  it  fhould  be  revealed  in 
ich  a  way  as  nqt  to  overwhelm  him  \i^th  terror*  The  hifto« 
r  of  die  awful  tranla&ion  at  Mount  Sinai  affords  a  decifive 
roQ^^  that  Gody  as  prefbrving  hb  own  nujefty,  could  not 
eal  widi  man  withoift  a  Mediator.    Moies  was  indeed  ad- 
ikted  to  this  high  office.    But  it  muft  be  evident  to  any 
Bpardal  mind,  that  it  could  be  only  in  a  typical  refped. 
or  lus  diftance  from  God  was  as  great  as  diat  of  thofe 
ety  perfofis  for  whom  he  a&ed.    Befides,  God  fuflS^red 
tm  to  difbover  his  unfitnels  for  the  proper  difcharge  of 
lis  qjBioe  in  different  ways.    For  Moles  himlelf  was  afraid 
:  t)ie  awfid  difplay  of  divine  glory.    He  foid^  I  exceeding^ 
f  Jmr  and  quakey  Heb.  xii.«a|.    He  alfo  fpaie  mnadvifidfy 
ifl3  Hi  HpSy  and  in  his  aqger  finote  the  rock,  inftead  of 
MKly  ^leaking  to  it,  as  God  had  conmianded,  Num.  xz. 
9y  II.    It  being,  dierefore,  the  pleafiire  of  God  to  reveal 
tmlelf   mediatefyt  and  at  the  fiune  dme  widi  becoming 
lii^jcflj  9  and  so  creatnre  being  fit  to  fiand  between  him 
3  '  aAd 
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and  finners,  it  Was  only  by  one  partddng  of  the  divme  la* 
tore  that  he  could  make  himfelf  known.     It  was  only  bj 

this  perfon  fuifcadning  the  charaSer  of  a  Mediator,  that  b- 

_  • 

ners  could  have  hope.  Whatever  Dr  P.  may  Jmd^  cva 
the  perfeH  anid  upright  Job  found  the  wamt  of  fuch  t  glo> 
rious  perfon.  Therefore,  under  a  fenfe  of  fin,  of  the  ia- 
^fiicacy  of  all  his  own  duties  to  make  atonement,  and  of 
the  impofflbiUty  of  {landing  before  his  judge,  he  cries  out: 
/  am  afraid  of  all  my  f<iirro\i)s^  I  ihtow  that  thorn  wik  mi 
hold  me  innocent. — If  I  wa/b  myfelf  with  fnow-vjoter^  aai 
make  my  hands  never  fo  clean  ;  yet  fhalt  thou  plunge  me  k 
the  ditchy  and  mine  own  clothes  fhaU  abhor  me-  For  be  u 
not  a  man  as  I  am^  that  I  fhould  anjwer  bim^  and  we  Jbouli 
come  together  in  judgment.  Neither  is  there  any  daysman  ^ 
betwixt  usy  that  might  lay  his  hand  upon  tu  both^  Job  ix. 

Thofe  who  acknowledge  one  perfon  only,  rejed  that 
wonderful  ladder^  fet  on  the  earthy  the  top  of  which  reacha 
to  heaven^  Gen.  xxviii.  12.  We  can  form  no  juft  idea  of 
a  way  into  the  holiejl  of  all^  but  through  one  who  effeniia}- 
ly  is  the  Mofl  Holy,  It  is  neceflary  that  this  ihould  be 
a  diflin£l  Perfon  from  him  to  whom  he  is  our  way.  Ac- 
cordingly, God  the  Son  reveals  himfelf  in  this  charader: 
/  am  the  Way, — no  man  cometh  unto  the  Father  but  hy  me. 
That  our  neceflities  might  alfo  be  completely  fupplied, 
while  the  majefty  of  the  Judge  is  ftill  prefcrved,  wc  hare 
-another  'divine  Perfon  as  our  guide.  Therefore,  faith  our 
Lord  *,  When  he  the  Spirit  of  truth  is  come^  be  will  guide  j^ 
into  all  truths  John  xvi.  13. 

Had  God  revealed  himfelf  in  fuch  majefty  as  at  Moont 
Sinai,  the  revelation  would  have  been  loft  to  finful  mea. 
Had  he  only  manifefted  himfelf,  as  Jefus  did  on  the  mooot 
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qf  tnaisfignration ;  the  fenfes  of  the  hearers  would  have 
been  overpowered.  Had  God,  confidered  according  to  the 
Sbcinian  fcheme  as  one  perfon  only,  revealed  himfelf  fo  at 
to  veil  his  glorj,  unbelieving  creatures,  having  no  attefta- 
don  but  his  own,  would  have  objeded  to  it,  as  the  Jews 
did  when  our  Lord  bore  witnefs  of  himfelf.  But  we  are 
fiipplied  with  a  ftriking  proof  that  wt  do  not  foUow  cun^ 
mngfy  devtfed  fablesy  becaufe  the  divine  perfon  who  jap» 
peared  in  an  humble  ftate  on  egrth,  was  folemnly  attefted 
bj  the  voice  of  another  divine  perfon  from  the  excellent 
glory  %  which  tefiimonj  was  heard  and  declared  by  unex- 
ceptionable witnefTes. 

The  Dodor  can  fee  nothing  that  is  afcribed  to  the  third 
Perfon,  for  which  the  firft  was  not  fufficient.  But  it  is 
more  congruous  to  the  dignity  of  God,  that  one  in  the 
charader  of  a  MefTenger  fliould  Jlrive  with  giylty  and  re- 
bellious man,  than  that  this  ihould  be  done  by  him  who 
foftains  th^  charaAer  of  Judge.  It  was  at  the  fame  time 
neceflary  that  he,  to  whom  this  work  was  affigned,'  Ihould 
be  able  to  convince^  to  illuminate,  and  to  renew  the  fin- 
ner.  ) 

According  to  the  orthodox  fyftem,  the  perfe^on  of  the 
work  of  redemption,  as  to  purchafe,  has  the  greateft  atte- 
ftation  poflible ;  not  merely  from  the  infinite  veracity  of 
the  teftimony,  but  becaufe  it  is  confirmed  by  various  wit- 
nefles,  who  perfectly  agree  in  their  evidence.  Is  it  faid, 
that  the  word  of  one  divine  perfon  is  as  good  as  that  of 
three  ?  It  is,  indeed,  in  itfelf.  In  the  fame  manner  may 
it  be  faid,  that  the  word  of  God  is  as  good  as  hb  oath.  But 
in  condefcenfion  to  human  weaknefs,  and  to  filence  our  un- 
belief, God  hath  gracioufly  cot^rmed  bis  promife  by  am 
QOtbf  that  we  might  have  a  firong  confolatioHy  Heb.  vi.  17, 
z8.     From  the  fame  gracious  motive,  he  hath  given  us  a 

threefold  tefiimony.     The  great  matter  of  our  redemption 
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Befidcit  diero  cooU  be  bo  yiodiforioD  of  tlie  dEatU 
dtgnit J  of  the  Soa,  af  nnimpeircd  bj  his  siifiaB  tad  v» 
luntarj  bamiliatioa,  equal  tp  that  of  his  haviag  aathoriij 
to  (end  another  divine  perfioa,  who  had  never  homhU 
bimfelf  in  thb  manner.  The  Soo,  coorinning  to  afi  in  a 
aflumed  charafier  of  inferiorit j,  coold  not  idid  the  Fadier, 
be  being  flill  foedcnllj  confidered  as  jodge.  Bat  thofe  who 
believe  in  the  Holj  Trinitj  ean  admire  the  wifdom  of  tk 
divine  plan,  in  his  lending  the  third  Peribn.  Indeed,  de 
great  falvatianf  viewed  in  its  neceflarj  con&esuoa  wiA  dv 
doftrine  of  the  Trinitj,  appears  in  n  fiur  more  clear  lad 
glorious  manner,  than  it  coold  othcrwife  hav^dooe.  b 
various  parts  are  bx  more  diftindlj  difcemed,  than  if  we 
ihould  fuppofc  them  all  to  have  been  accompliihed  bj  cse 
pcrfon.  The  afcription  of  the  plan  and  purpojt  to  the  Fa- 
ther arrets  the  mind  in  the  contemplation  of  that  infinite 
wifdorn  difplajed  in  this  work  ;  of  the  great  obftacles  which 
were  in  the  way,  efpecialljr  the  holineis  and  jufticeof  God, 
as  well  as  his  faithfiilnefs  in  the  threatening ;  and  of  lus 
adorahle.  fovereigntj,  in  lajing  hold  of  our  nature,  wbik 
that  of  Angels  was  pafled  .bj.  While  the  purchajt  b  af- 
rribed  to  the  fccond  Perfon,  we  are  called  to  confider  the 
infinite  diHancc  that  was  b^'tween  him  and  the  accompltfli- 
xnent  of  his  work,  th9  unfpeakable  condefcenfion  that  was 
xicccfTary,  the  greatnefs  of  the  evil  of  fin,  for  which  nothing 
could  atone  bnt  the  fuflfering  of  an  infinite  perfon,  and  the 
treniendiioiis  nature  of  divine  wrath.  The  afcription  of 
"he  application  of  redemption  to  the  Holj  Spirit,  wonder- 
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iblly  tends  to  m&ft  the  mind  with  a  fenfe  of  that  death  m 
iri^JiSf  amdmjlms^  to  which  we  are  fubjeded ;  as  it  is  not 
enon^  that  a  divine  Perfon  (hould  purchafe  redemption, 
bat  a  perfon  of  eqoal  dignity  mnft  alfb  apply  it  to  our 
fbolsy  in  the  illumination  of  the  darkened  under(buiding» 
die  convidion  of  the  obdurate  confciencc,  the  inclination 
of  the  rebellious  will,  and  the  iandification  of  the  carnal 
affsAions. 

TTbe  plan  of  redemption,  as  the  work  of  a  Trinity  of 
co-equal  Perfons,  gives  us  the  mod  afloniihing  views  of 
divine  love.  It  points  out  the  Father  as  eternally  and  in« 
finitely  delighting  in  the  fecond  Perfon,  not  only  as  the 
Son,  but  as  the  Surety  of  loft  man  ^  as  eternally  and  in- 
finitely ezpreffing  his  love  to  us  in  the  expreilions  of  his 
kve  to  our  glorious  Mediator,  This  is  the  account  given 
by  perfonal  Wifdom  :  7it  Lord pojfejfid  mt  in  the  begintui^ 
9fbis  vtoff  before  bis  works  of  old.  I  wasfei  up  from  ever* 
isfiissgffrom  tie  beginnings  or  ever  tie  earti  was. — Wien 
ie  frefared  tie  ieavens^^ien  I  was  by  Um^  as  one  brougit 
nf  wiii  Urn :  andlufosdaify  Us  delight^  Prov.  viii.  22.  lie* 
Both  Father  and  Son  are  viewed  as,  in  a  focderal  irefpeft, 
holding  an  eternal  and  inefiable  communion  of  love  with 
the  Hdy  Spirit,  who  cheerfully  engaged,  for  the  corople- 
tioo  of  the  divine  purpofe,  to  be  fent  by  both,  to  coodefcend 
to  ftrive  with  man,  to  dwejQ  in  him  as  the  Spirit  of  holi- 
acfi^  and  to  reftore  that  image  which  fhould  be  dtf&ced  by 
fin* 

Hence  alfo  we  perceive  the  (ecurity  of  our  falvation ; 
becanfe  the  New  Covenant  is  made  ;*  not  like  that  of 
Works,  between  God  and  a  mutable  creature,  but  between 
divine  Perfbns  equally  unchangeable.  We  may  therefore 
be  afliired  that  nothing  fiaO  be  able  to  fefarate  us  from  tie 
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t'ttttfrnSi,  that  this  doflrine  difcovers  tlif  awjifj- of  the 
^•tioBt&OSO  in  a  far  more  Ibiking  light  than  that  of  one 
pStfiM  anlji'  Mere  numerical  unity  does  not  give  iis  the 
bitfwft  idMr  of  perfe£lion.  For  tbb  unity  may  exiA,  where 
Aovls'Ae  grcateft  diforder  in  the  fubjed.  But  when 
'  mnj  furSoBSoas,  as  we  {peak,  of  them,  although  apparently 
appafoi  IB  llteir  claims  and  operations,  mett  togttbtr  and 
tKArm»»dt-trtber,  in  one  efTence ;  we  have  a  far  more 
enltcd  idea  of  unity.  If  all  tbefc  perfefiions  ezift  in  ili- 
KaSt  perfons,  in  a  fiate  of  infinite  hurmiMiy,  sotwidtflaixt 
ing  diftiod  perfonkl  operations ;  we  have  the  mofi  perfeft 
idea  of  unity  that  the  mind  can  conceive.  Its  per&diaD  i* 
tried  by  the  peculiar  opentions  of  the&  perfoos,  and  dif- 
playcd  by  the  abfolatc  bannonj  which  ia  the  refblt  of  the 
whole. 

But  although  we  could  dU'cern  no  other  ufe  of  the  doc- 
trine of  the  Trinity,  but  that  of  exercafing  faith,  it  would 
"he  fuSicient.  This  is  a  power  commmicated  to  ntan,  for 
the  exprdb  purpofe  of  aiTuring  him  of  the  troth  of  thiagi 
that  are  beyond  his  reach,  which  fae  bos  not  feen,  or  cannot 
fee.  Vot  faith  is  the  demonfiratioii  tfthingt  not  fetn,  Heh. 
zi.  t.  We  are  foinetiaies,  in  an  improper  fcnfe,  bid  to 
believe  vphat  we  have  feen.*   Wc  alfo  fpcak  of  hriimag 
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eeitain  truths,  which  are  condnfions  from  fafis  fubmitted 
to  our  fenfeSy  or  in  coofequence  of  a  procels  of  reafoning. ' 
But  this  is  not  properly  called  ^i;/£,  but  knowledge*  Faith 
is  properly  a  relative  term ;  and  its  correlate  is  Tejlimony. 
Do  we  not  conclude  that  many  things  exift  in  nature,  be- 
caufe  we  have  undeniable  evidence ;  although  we  cannot 
imderftand  bow  they  exift  ?  And  do  we  not  owe  as  much 
honour  to  a  divine  teftimony,  as  to  the  teftimony  of  our 
fenCeSy  or  the  refult  of  our  fsdlible  reafonings  ?  When  Abra- 
ham believed  a  promife  againft  bope^  did  he  not  a&  as  irra- 
tionaOy^  as  he  who  believes  a  dodrine  above  reafon  ?  Was 
not  every  tbougbt  brougbt  itUo  captivity ^  in  the  one  cafe,  as 
much  as  is  fuppofed  in  the  other  ?  However  much  the  con- 
'  dnft  of  Abraham  is  extolled  in  Scripture,  he  certainly  paid 
as  little  regard  to  reafon^  in  believing  that  God  had  com- 
manded him  to  facrifice  his  fon  Ifaac,  as  he  can  do,  who 
believes  that  GoA /pared  not  bis  own  Son. 

Such  a  faith  has  the  moft  certain  and  extenfive  influence 
as  to  morality.  The  latter,  certainly,  in  a  fpecial  manner, 
mtlvAea  felf -denial  i  although  this,  as  far  as  ic  implies  that 
we  are  not  to  lean  to  our  own  underjlanding^  cannot  be  rec- 
koned one  of  the  cardinal  virtues  of  Socinians.  When 
Agur  confidered  that  he  could  not  tell  the  name  of  God,  or 
his  Son's  name^  he  was  convinced  that  he  bad  neither  learned 
vjifdomy  nor  had  the  knowledge  of  the  holy^  Pro  v.  xxx.  3,  4. 
When  God  revealed  himfelf  to  Job,  as  incomprehenfible  in 
his  nature  and  operations,  he  confefied  that  he  had  uttered 
things  that  be  underJlof>d  not^  things  too  wonderful  Jor  binif 
which  he  knew' not  s  wherefore  he  abhorred  himfelf  and  re* 
pented  in  dufi  and  ajh^f  Job  xlii.  3—6.  When  liaiah  j(aw 
the  glory  of  Chrift,  as  a  prelude  of  his  incarnation,  he  cried 
out  \  Wo  is  me^^or  I  am  a  man  of  unclean  lips  I  Ila.  vi. 
X — %•  Johnxii.  41. 
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Sodi  a  fiutfa  natanJfy  fiOf  die  niiid  with  gratar 
remce  of  the  incomprehciifible  majeflj  of  God.  Etcb  S^ 
raphs  cover  their  fices  widi  their  wings,  when  thej  pro- 
chum  the  thrice  holj  Lend  God  Ahniglitj,  Ul  tL  a»  ]• 
n^oM&r  is  another  ezerdfe  of  the  aund,  which  properiyi^ 
fpefis  what  we  do  not  fnD j  comprdiend.  AoootdiBg  Is 
the  frame  of  our  foals,  it  tends  greadj  to  inffrire^  and  to 
preferre  veneradoo.  We  generally  find  that  what  is  tho. 
roughly  Jknown,  althoagh  other  drcnmft^nccs  be  ttpsi» 
commands  kls  refped  than  what  is  greadj  onknown.  Ad- 
miradon,  as  it  regards  God,  is  an  aft  of  worfhip,  fiKoeed- 
ing  faith  in  an  incomprehenfible  objeft.  Bat  there  is  no 
room  for  this,  in  the  Socinian  fyflem.  It  leaTcs  nodiiif 
in  the  Saviour,  that  can  endtle  him  to  the  name  of  Wm- 
deffui*  But  notwithftanding,  he  ,fl^aB  be  aimirtd  im  Ji 
them  that  biluve. 

It  muil  be  allowed  that  one  great  mean  of  attaining  per* 
fedion  b  the  contempladon  of  the  perfeQioos  of  God. 
And  furely,  that  dodrine  has  the  greatefl  influence  on 
morals^  which  exhibits  tbefe  in  the  rooft  (bikiDg  light. 
That  the  doctrine  of  a  Three-one  God,  afiing  as  our  Re- 
deemer, has  this  effef^  we  have  already  feen. 

No  confideration  can  fo  powerfully  recommend  unityj 
love  J  humility^  and  difinterefled  benevolence^  as  the  example 
of  a  divine  Perfon  humbling  himfelf  for  our  fakes.  There- 
fore faith  the  Apoftle  Paul ;  Fulfil  ye  my  joy^  that  ye  he 
like  minded^  having  tb^  fame  love,  being  of  one  accord,  of  one 
mind.  Let  nothing  be  done  through  Jlrife  or  vain  glory ^  hdt 
in  lowlinefs  of  mind  let  each  efleem  other  better  than  them* 
f elves.  Look  not  every  man' on  his  own  things^  hut  every  man 
aJfo  on  the  things  of  others.  Let  this  mind  be  in  you^  which 
was  alfo  in  Chrifl  Jefus :  who  being  in  the  form  of  God^ 
thought  it  not  robbery  to  be  equal  witlf  Cod :  but  made  him- 
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J^  %f  m  TtpuMkm^  Vr.  PhiL  iL  %^.  Can  any  aign- 
fluent  more  powerfnlly  Tecommend  forbearanci  towards 
weak  brethren.  EvmChi^  fUafidtu^himf^^'Bjom.vf.^. 
Throw  afide  the  idea  of  lus  divinitj,  and  70a  lole  die 
vfbole  feroe  of  the  argoment ;  nay,  joa  make  it  the  Ian* 
goage  of  felly.  ^  Jefus  had  more  tmft  than  any  other 
^  (ervant  ever  had ;  therefore,  more  obligation  to  fidelity: 
««  and  yet  he  was  not  on&ithfiil  tp  his  matter."  What 
fidlows  from  this  ?  That  the  more  obligation  a  man  b  un- 
der  to  another,  it  is  the  more  furprifing  that  he  ihoold  pre* 
hx  the  pleafure  of  his  benefiidor  to  bis  own.  '*  If  e^m 
^  Je&s,  a  mere  creatnre,  plea&d  not  himfel^  but  one  who 
**  was  infinitely  yir/mor  to  him  ;  ntuch  mate  ought  ye  to 
'*  pleafe  yoar  equdU  rather  than  yoorfelves." 

-  Is  h^t  the  fulfilling  of  the  law  f  Smdy,  no  reprefenta- 
tion  can  be  given  of  the  love  of  God,  that  can  have  fo 
conilraining  an  influence  on  our  hearts,  as  that  of  his  giving 
his  own  Son.  Suppofe  Jefus  to  be  the  moft  holy  man  that 
ever  lived,  given  to  mankind-finners  merely  to  fet  thenv 
an  example;  what  a  poor  idea  does  this  give  us  of  divine 
goodneis,  compared  with  that  of  giving  a  Son,  equal  with 
himfelf,  to  die  for  our  fins  ?  Herein  is  /bv^,— ^&ff— -^eyinf 
Hf  Son  to  be  the  propitiation  for  our  fins^  i  John  iv.  zo. 
Can  any  argument  fo  powerfully  incite  to  brotherly  love, 
as  that  of  a  divine  Perlbn  cheerfully  giving  himlelf  for  ns, 
ttt  an  offering  and  a  facrifice  f  Hereby  perceive  we  tie  love 
of  Godf  becaufe  be  laid  down  bis  life  for  us  :  and  we  ougbi 
to  lay  down  our  lives  for  tbe  brethren f  chap.  iii.  i6.  The 
dodrine  of  a  Trinity  in  unity,  is  a  moft  cogent  motive  to 
unity  among  brethren,  and  fhews  in  what  the  true  perfec- 
tion of  a  church  coniiib.  How  ought  it  to  influence  Chri* 
fiians  to  endeavour  to  have  but  one  beart^  and  one  fiml, 
when  they  know  that  the  adorable  Perfons,  notwithftand- 
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iag  «  pecDfiuity  of  opojptidii,  bite  dbeaaSkj  ■'^•^fc^rfl 
iRit  ooe  wiH  in  die  work  of  fidvsdcML  Thattbit  oii|^l9 
tyme  the  £»coe  of  en  eymple  with  019  is  efVi^ent  ficooi  fht 
iafeeiceffiKj  pimyer  of  our  Sevionr  being  recoiNled  fior  ffat 
vie  of  die  Gfaarch  t^-Slief  tbif  all  mmy  be  jomt,  «f  ibmit 
FMitf  ariimwu^  ami  J  m  tb§i^  iiai  Aif  alfo  amy  iecaem 
msi'  iiOi  tbey  mtg^  be  ooif  evm  as  wt  an  atUm  I  im  ibem^ 
aaddhmim  au^  ibai  ibey  MOf  be  aiade  perfeS  ia  our,  John 
niL  ai.  23. 

.^  ObetUiaei  to  .the  holj  hw  could  never  be  xecommeoded 
hj  that  of  a  mere  man,  as  mncb  fnbjeAed  to  its  andioiitj 
as  otben.  But  what  a  finking  view  have  we  of  the 
digpi^  of  dus'law,  when  we  coafider  that  Jefns,  altbotgb 
be  wen  a  SaOf  ib  as  to  be  above  die  law,  jti  learned  ej«» 
mteace* . 

Nothing  can  have  foch  a  tendency  to  illnftrate  the  goik 
and  mileiy  of  fallen  man,  to  awaken  attention  to  die 
great  concerns  of  lalvadon,  and  to  recommend  that  bcfi- 
jieb.  Without  which  no  manJhaUfet  the  Lord^  as  a  fiill  per- 
faafioD,  not  only  that  the  price  of  our  redemption  is  paid 
by  a  divine  Perfon,  but  that  it^is  the  fpecial  work  of  an* 
other  Perfon,  equally  divide,  to  convince  us  ofjin^  ofrigh^ 
teoufnefsf  and  of  judgment. 

Although  Dr  P.  cannot  fee  that  the  Dodrine  of  the 
Trinity  is  of  any  ufe^  or  that  there  is  *'  any  one  purpofe  in 
'^  morals  that  requires  it/'  an  infpired  Apoftle  confidered 
the  fledfaft  acknowledgment  of  thb  myilery,  not  merely 
as  ^fource  of  comfort  and  union,  but  as  the  very  end  of  all 
that  comfort  and  union  which  the  churcii  could  attain,  of  all 
that  love  which  is  the  fum  and  perfe6Hon  of  moraUtj. — 
/  would  that  ye  inew^  he  fays,  what  great  confli^  I  have  for 
you^  and  for  them  at  Laodicean  and  for  as  many  as  have  not 
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Jeem  my  fact  in  the  fiejh :  that  their  hearts  might  he  com* 
/ortedy  being  knit  together  in  love,  and  unto  all  riches  of  the 
fmU  ajfurance  of  underjlanding.  To  th£  acknowledg- 
MEKT  of  the  myfiery  of  God,  and  of  the  Father,  and  of 
Chrifi  i  in  whom,  or  in  which  myfiery,  ore  hid  all  the  trea* 
fures  ofwifdom  and  knowledge^  Col.  ii.  i^  2,  3. 
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it  tfiabUJhtd  in  thi  mouth,  not  of  two  onlj,  bat  of  tirtt  lat- 
luffis.  To  tbe  manner  of  conSinung  a  iaA  utaoag  mea 
the  Spirit  of  infi>inition  heats  Co  alhute.  wbcn  it  a  bid, 

7htrt  art  t/rft  that  btar  record  iif.ieaven. Ifvtnttm 

tht  wititffi  o/"  mtM,  lit  witnffs  of  Cod  is  grtatir,  1  Jtin 
V.  7. 9. 

Beiides,  thers  could  be  no  vi&diotion  of  (he  dTcatial 
dignity  of  the  Soa,  as  uaimpaired  by  his  inillion  and  r»> 
lunury  humiliation,  equal  to  that  of  bis  having  aittbonrr 
to  fend  another  divine  perfon,  who  had  never  bumbled 
himfcif  in  this  manner.  The  Son,  continuing  to  aA  in  u 
alTumcd  charaflcr  of  inferiority,  could  not  fend  the  Faiho, 
hr  being  flill  fcederally  coofidered  as  judge.  But  thofe  vha 
believe  in  the  Holy  Trinity  can  admire  the  wifdom  of  ibt 
divine  plan,  in  liis  fending  the  third  Pcrfon.  Indeed,  At 
great  fahal ion,  viewed  in  its  nccelTarj  connexion  with  lb( 
doftrinc  of  the  Trinity,  appears  in  a  far  more  clear  aid 
glorious  manner,  than  it  could  otherwife  bav^dooe.  I& 
Various  parts  are  far  more  diftia£liy  difccmKl,  than  if  «t 
Jhould  fuppafe  them  all  to  have  been  accomptillicd  by  out 
^rfon.  The  afcription  of  the  plan  and  furpofe  to  the  Fa- 
ther arrelts  the  mind  in  the  contemplation  of  that  infinite 
wifdom  dirplayed  in  this  work  ;  ai  the  great  obftacles  tfhidi 
were  in  the  way,  efpecially  the  holine^  and  juiliccof  God, 
as  well  as  his  faithfiilnefs  in  the  threatening ;  and  of  hi; 
adorable  fovereignty,  in  laying  hold  of  oar  nature,  while 
that  of  Angels  was  pafled  .by.  While  the  pmthafi  is  »f- 
cribed  CO  the  fecond  Perfon,  we  arc  called  to  confider  thi 
infinite  diOnnce  that  W3S  between  htm  and  the  accompliib- 
menc  of  his  work,  th^  unfpeakuhle  condefcenfion  that  trs 
necelTary,  the  greatnefs  of  the  evil  of  fin,  for  which  nothisj 
oonld  atone  but  the  fufiering  of  an  infinite  perfon,  and  dv 
tremendaoii3  nature  of  divine  wratl).  The  afcription  tf 
the  application  of  redemption  to  the  Holy  Spirit,  wondet- 
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fiilly  tends  to  a&ft  the  mind  ivith  a^fenfe  of  that  deatl  m 
tre^jffis,  andiajbuftowlnchvie  are  fubjeded ;  as  it  b  not 
enough  that  a  divine  Perfon  fliould  puichafe  redemption, 
but  a  perfon  of  equal  dignity  muft  alio  apply  it  to  our 
fouls,  in  the  illumination  of  the  darkened  underfianding, 
the  conviGdon  of  the  obdurate  confcience,  the  inclination 
of  the  rebeUioos  will,  and  the  ianfiification  of  the  carnal 
affisdions. 

The  plan  of  redemption,  as  the  work  of  a  Trinity  of 
co-equal  Perfons,  gives  us  the  mod  aflonifhing  views  of 
divine  love.  It  points  out  the  Father  as  eternally  and  in- 
finitely  delighting  in  the  fecond  Perfon,  not  only  as  the 
Son,  but  as  the  Surety  of  loft  man  i  as  eternally  and  in« 
finitely  e:qprefl^g  his  love  to  us  in  the  exfureifions  of  his 
love  to  our  glorious  Mediator.  This  is  the  account  given 
by  perfonal  Wifdom  :  Tte  Lord fojfejftd  me  iu  tbt  btginnU^ 
qfins  %ifiiyf  bffare  Ins  works  of  old.  I  was  fit  up  from  eotr* 
Jafiing^from  the  bigimUng^  or  evtr  tbi  eartb  was. — Wbm 
ht  prepared  tbe  biovensr^bem  I  was  by  bimt  as  otii  brougbi 
mp  with  bim :  assdlwasdaifybis  deligbt^  Prov.  viii.  22.  \ic. 
Both  Father  and  Son  are  viewed  as,  in  a  fcsderal  r^fped, 
holding  an  eternal  and  inefiable  communion  of  love  with 
the  Holy  Spirit,  who  cheerfully  engaged,  for  the  comple- 
tion of  the  divine  purpofe,  to  be  fent  by  both,  to  coodeicend 
to  ftrive  with  man,  to  dwejU  in  him  as  the  Spirit  of  holi- 
acls,  and  to  refiore  that  image  which  fliould  be  de£kced  by 
fin.  ^ 

Hence  alfo  we  perceive  the  iecurity  of  our  fidvation ; 
becaufe  the  New  Covenant  is  made ;'  not  like  that  of 
Works,  between  God  and  a  mutable  creature,  but  between 
divine  Perfons  equally  unchangeable.  We  may  therefore 
be  aflured  that  nothing  JbaU  be  abb  to  fefarate  us  from  ili 
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